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Representatives who ·handle money shall be 
bonded; to t he Committee on House Admin
istration. 

H. R. 2778. A bill to provide for the periodic 
auditing by the Comptroller General of the 

. accounts of the Sergeant at Arms of the 
House of Representatives; to the Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
men~. • 

By Mr. ROSS: 
H. R. 2779. A bill to provide loans to vet

erans atten ding school un der the provisions 
of section VIII of Veterans' Regulation 1 (a); 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. WOLCOTT: 
H. R. 2780. A bill to amend section 502 (a) 

of t h e act en titled "An act to expedite the 
provision of housing in connection with na
tional defense, and for other purposes"; to 
the Commit tee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. TABER: 
H. J. Res. 159. Joint _resolution making ap

propriat ions to supply def!ciencies in certain 
appropriations for the fiscal year -ending June 
30, 1947, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee · on Appropriations. 

By Mr. BLATNIK: 
H. J. Res. 160. Joint resolution initiating ~ 

request by the t,Jnited States f_or an emer
gency meeting of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations to consider, investigate. and 
~take appropriate action 'looking toward the 
res olut ion of, those , situations in the Near 
East and M~dcile East areas which are en
dangering the p~ace; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 
· · 13Y :Mr. VAN ~A~pT: . 
. H. Con . .Res. 38. Concurrent resolu~ion t:e
.q~esting t!le President to invite qeneral Mac:
Arthur to visit the United States; to the 

, Committ~e on Rules. · 

MEMORIALS 

, · Under clause 3 oi rule XXIl, memorials 
_were pr~sented -~nd referred ' ~"_follo~s: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the L~gisla
.ture of the State of Utah, memorializing 
the President and the Congress ·of the Unit_ed 
St ates urging the use of certain lan~ and 
:the transfer of certain buildings at the 
·Tooele Ordnance Depot at Tooele, Utah, to 
·the St ate del?artment of public welfare; to 
·the Committee o~1 ·Armed Seniic~s: · 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTI<;>NS · 

. Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bil!s and resolutions were introduced and 
·severally J;e!e:r:e~ a~ follows: . 

By Mr. BATTLE: . . · 
H. R. 2781. A bill for the relief of the Ala

bama Hake Graphite Co., a corporation; 
·to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

· By Mr. BOGGS of Lou1.siana: 
H: R. 2782. A ·om for tlle relief of Charles 

"C. Armbruster, Sr.; t o the Committee on the 
Judiciary. · 

By Mr. GOFF: 
H. R. 2783. A bill for the relief of Joseph 

MacGuffie and Eugene ::l.ohrer; to the Com
. mittee on the Judiciary. 
- By Mr. JAV!TS: -

H. R. 2784. A bill for the relief of WilHam 
H. Fagerstrom; to the Committ~e on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. JENNINGci: 
H. R. 2785. A bill for the relief of the New 

Amsterdam Casualty Co.; to the Commit_tee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MICHENER: 
H. R . 2786. A bill for the relief of Carl 

w. sundstrum; to ' the Committee on the_ 
Judiciary . · 

By Mr. McMILLAN of South Carolina: 
H. R. ':'787. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

G. Wilden Eaddy; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

· By Mr. POWELL: 
H. R. 2788;_ A bill for the relief. of Philip 

Sumampow; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SUNDSTROM (by request): 
H. R. ::'789. A bill for the relief of Vito 

Antonio Piccinnino; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 o-f rule XXTI, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

250. By Mr. CHURCH: Petition of Fred 
Brown Whitney, of Waukegan, Ill., with ref
erence to nonin tervention in Greece, and 
other matters; to .the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

251. By Mr. LARCADE: Petition of Mrs. 
N. J . Amy, president, and members of the 
Eunice, La., WCTU, reqtlest ing passage of 
Senate bill 265; to the Committee on Inter
state and · 'Foreign Commerce. 

252. By Mr. GRIFFITHS: Petition of the 
Lions Club, ,the Progress Club, and ·the Busi
n ess and Professional Women's Club, of the 
village of Roseville, Ohio, for appropriations 
to complete the Roseville flood-control proj
ect; to the Committee on Appropriations. 
· 253. 'By Mrs. ROGERS of Massa-chusetts: 
Petition of 136 citizens of Lowell , Mass., ask.;. 
ing for immediate passage of House Concur
rent Resolution 4; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. . · · , 

254. Also-, petition of city, of ~owen, Mass., 
,in favor of continuance of rent control; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 
- 255. By tbe SPEAKER: Petition of the 
~board of supervisors ·or the city ·and ·county 
'of Honolulu, petitioning · consideration · of 
their resolution ·with ' reference to endorse~ 
mcnt of House b111 857; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

256. Also, petition of Doroteo G. Soriano, 
petitioning- consid~ration .of his resolution 
with reference to ~rears in pay_ an~ , addi::
tional benefita; to the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs. 

-- SENATE : 
WEDNES-DAY, -MARCH· 26, 1947. 

<Legislative day ·of Monday, Marchr 
. 24, -1947) 

. The:Senate met at,i2 o'cJock meridian', 
on "the expiration of the recess. · 

·The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall, 
D. D., oflered the· followi~g prayer: 

-· In the name· of Jesus 'Christ, who was 
never in · a hurry, we pray,, 0 God, that -
Thou wilt slow us down, for we know that 
we live too fast. If we are to burn our
selves out, -may it be in causes worth · 
dying for. With all of eternity before 
us, make · us t.ake time to li~e-time to 
get acquainted with Thee, time to enjoy 
Thy blessings, and time to know each 
other. Deliver us from wasting time 
and teach us how to use it wisely and 
well. 

Vve ask these things in the lovely name 
of Jesus. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. · WHITE, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading . of the 

. journal of the legislative proceedings of 
Tuesday, March 25, 1947, was dispensed 
with, and the Journal was approved. 

MESSAGES ·FROM -THE PRESIDENT 

. Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States submitting nomina
tions were communicated to the Senate 
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries . 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had disagreed to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill <H. R. 2157) to define 
and limit the jurisdiction of the courts, to 
regulate actions arising under certain 
laws of the United States, and for other 
purposes; agreed to the conference asked 
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
MICHENER, Mr: GWYNNE of Iowa, Mr. 
GOODWIN, Mr. CELLER, and Mr. WALTER 
were appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the conference. 

,The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills and 
joint resolution, in which it requested the 

. concurrence of the Senate: 
H. R. 1344. An act to admit the American

owned ferry C1'osline·to Amerlcan registry and 
to permit its use in coastwise tmde; · : 

H. R. 2700. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of· Labor, the ~ Federal 
Security Agency, and relat~d independent 
agencies for the fiscal· year ending ·June 30~ 
1948, and for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 159. Joint resolution mak1pg ap.
propriatic:ms to supply deficiencies in certain 
&ppro_pri~ti<?ns for the ·fiscal year ending Juntt 
30, 1947, and for other purposes. ' 

ENROLL~ JOINT . REsOLUTI9Ns siGNE~ 
. - The message further announced that 
the Speaker had-affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled joint resolutions, 
and they were signed by the President 
pro tempore: 
- S. J. -Res. 27. Joint resolution , amending 
the Settlement of Mexican Claims Act of 19!a 
:to provide for the conaideratlon of any claim 

. deci?e.d_ by_ t}!e :Ge~e+at Claims .comrolsfiio~ 
_. !n whioh the U~ited States ~l~d a pe~ition 

for rehearing; . 
. _ H. J. Res. 118. Joint resolution to atrimgthen 
'the ~ommon defense by maintaining an ad~
·quate dome'atic rubber-producing industry'; 
and · 

-H. J. Res. 154. Joint resolution · making an 
appropriation for . e-xpenses inc}dent to the 
·control _and . eradic~tion of foot-and:.mouth 

· disease and rinderpest. . 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Mr: BALDWIN. Mr. Presi.dent, I ask 
unanimous con~ent 'to be absent from 
the Senate this afternoon to fulfill a 
commitment which I made long before I 
undertook my duties here. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out obje-ction, leave is granted. 
MEETING OF SUBCOMMITTEE OF COM,;. 

MITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Housing and Rents of the 
Committee on Banking and Cw-rency 
may meet this afternoon at 2 o'clock. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the order is made~ 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. WHITE. I suggest the absence of 
a quorwn. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON] 
has the fioor. Does he yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield for that 
purpose. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senatorz answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Hatch 
B~lriwin Hawkes 
Bn.ll Hayden 
B:J.rl'=ley Hickenlooper 
Brew~ter Hill 
Bridges. Hoey 
Brooks Holland 
Buclt Ives 
Bushfleld Johnson, Colo. 

· Butler Johnston,-S. c. 
Byrd Kern 
Cein. Kncwland 
Capehart Lan~er 
Capper Lodge 
Chavez Lucas· 
Connally McCarran 
Cooper Mc~arthy 
Cordon McClellan 

O'Conor 
O'Daniel 
O'Muhoney 
Overton 
Papper 
Reed 
R~vercomb 
Robertson, Va. 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Sparkl:nan 
Stewart 
Tart 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Thyc 

overrides whatever the international 
character of broadcasting involves. 
Therefore, without objection; and unless 
there is an appeal to the contrary, the 
Chair will refer this communication and 
proposed legislation to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following . letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 

SUSPENSION OF DEPOF.TI.TION OF ALIENs

WITHDMWAL OF Nt.ME 
A letter from the Attorney General, with

drawing the name of Francisco Mora y Bovis 
from a report relating to allcns whose depor
tation he suspended mere than 6 months 
ago, transmitted by him to the Senate · on 
March 15, 1947; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

AUDIT REPORT OF Fi:DERAL CROP lNSUlli.NCE 
COP.PORATION 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the audit of the Federal 

Donnell McFarland 
D:;'\7lley McGrath 
Dworshak McKellar 
Eastland McMahon 
Ecton Magnuson 

To bay 
Ums~ead 
Vandenberg 
w~tkins 
Wherry 
Wlute 

• Crop Insurance Corporat~on for the fiscal 
year cndeq June 30. 1945 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on Ex
penditures in the Executive Departments. 

Ellender Malone 
Fe:guson M'.lrtin 
Flanders Maybank 
Fulb!'ight MU!ikin 
G~orgc Moore 
Green Murray 
Gurney Myers 

Wiley 
Wlllin.ma 
Wll~on 
Young 

Mr. WHERRY. I. announce that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER.l and 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsEl 
are absent by leave of the ·senate. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN
NER] and the Sznator from Wyoming 
[Mr. RoBERTSON] are absent because of 
1llness. 

M:-. LUCAS. I announce that the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. KIL
GORE] is absent on public business. 

The Senator from Maryland £Mr. 
TYDINGS] and the Senator from New 
York [Mr. WAGNER] are necessarily 
absent. 

ThePRESIDENTprotempore. Eighty
eight Senators having answered to their 
names·, a quorum is present. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was trans-acted: 
INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING FOUN

DATION-REFERENCE OF PROPOSED 
LETTER AND BILL 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair has received from the State De
partment ~ communication transmitting 
a draft of a bill to promote development 
of international radio broadcasting, to 
create an international broadcasting 
foundation, and for other purposes. 

This is one of those situations, under 
the language of the Legislative Reorgani
zation Act of 1946, where a choice of com- · 
mittee references is clearly possible with
in the mandate of the -reorganization 
law; but it seems in this instance the 
reference could be either to the Commit:. 
tee on Foreign Relations or to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. Inasmuch as the bill has to do 
primarily with the creation of a domestic 
corporation dealing with the ·subject of 
radio broadcasting internationally, it 
seems to the Chair that the radio phase 

AMENDMENT Oi' CLASSmCATION ACT 01' 1923 
A letter from the President of the United 

States Civil Sarvice Commission, traru:mlt
ting a draft of proposed legislation to fur
ther amend the Classification Act of 1923, as 
amended; to bring about uniformity and co
ordin::.tion in the allocation of field ~nd de
part!llental positions under the grades of the 
Classification Act of 1923, as a!llend.zd; and 
for other purposes (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on Civil Service. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions, etc., were· hid before the 
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated: · 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of 

the State of California; to the Committee on 
Appropriations_:· · 

"Senate Joint Resolution 2 
"Joint resolution relative to congressional 

· support for flood-control projects 
"Whereas the total flood-control needs in 

California as expressed in tm·ms of current 
costs of projects authorized but for which 
funds have not been appropriated by Con-
gress amounts to $555,0QO,OOO; and · 

"Whereas the &llotment to California tor 
the .1948 fu:cal year for such projects recom
mended in the President's budget is only 
$5,000,000; and · 

"Whereas the economic justification of the 
immedlate construction of the more vital 
flood-control projects in California 1s demon
strated by the fact that there would be .an 
es'~imated annual flood-control benefit. of 
$23,274,000 and the total reported flood dam
age for the 1937-38 winter season alone for 
the entire State was in excess of $.100,000,1JOO; 
and 

"Whereas the President's recommended 
budget appropriation of $5,000,000 by the 
United States toward the total estimated 
cost of the authorized flood-control projects 
indicates that vital flood-control works· nec
essary for the development of the State of 
California in the protection of lives and 
property will, under the contemplated rate 
of appropriation, be long deferred and will 
seriously Interfere with t~e development of 
this State- as required for Its future progress 
and assimilation of rapidly Increasing popu
lation, because of the y-early threat ot flood 
damage; and 

"Whereas all authorized flood-control 
projects for California will cost approxi-

mately 25 percent of all authorized projects 
for the United Sta.tes and the portion of the 
President's budget of $189,000,000 for flood 
control to be allocated to California amounts 
to less than 3 percent thereof; and · 

"Whereas the· State water resources board . 
is supporting for 1948 Federal appropriation 
np amount less than California's propor
tionate need based on aUt horized projects; 
and 

"Whereas the President's budget provides 
principally for the continuance of flood-con
trol projects already commenced and not for 
commencement of authorized projects; lmd 

"Whereas if this basis for appropriation is 
established and continued by the Congress 
it will mean that because money han not 
been appropriated in the past for projects 
in California, money will not hereafter be np
pri~ted therefor: Now, therefore, be It 

"Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of 
the State of Calijcrnia (jointly), That the 
governor and State water resources board 
are requested and directed to vigorously pre-

. 'sent to the Congress the need of California 
for additi.onal1948 Federal appropriations for 
authorized fiood-control projects; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That the governor and State 
water resources board are requested to 
vigorously present to the Congress the need 
for those purely flood-control projects in Cal
ifornia which have been heretofore author
Ized but for which no moneys have yet been 
appropriated for construction; and ba it 
fur'~her 

"ResolVed, That the Congress of the 
United States be memorialized to enact legis
lation and make appropriations as above in-
dicated; and be it further . 

"Resolved, That the legislature pledge Its 
full support to · the State water resources. 
board in taking action as above requested 
and directed; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the secretary of the senate 
forthwith transmit copies of this resolution 
to the go_vernor, each member of the State 
w:1.ter resources board, the State engine~r. 
the President of the United States, the Pres
Ident pro tempore of the Senate and the
Spe:!ker of the House of Repre;;ent~tives and 
each Senator and Representative from Cali
fornia in the Congress of the United States 
and each member of the Appropriations 
Committee of the Senate and House of Rep
re;;cntatives of the Congress of the United 
States." 

A letter in the nature of a p~tition from 
Rafael Arjona Siaca, senator at la.rge, Senate 
of Puerto Rico, relating to the political con
ditions in Puerto Rico; to the Committee on 
Public Lands. · 

A resolution of the Board o! Supervisors of 
the City .and County of Honolulu, T. H., 
favoring the enactment of the bill (H. R. 
857) to remove the racial restrictions upon 
naturalization and to amend the Immigration 
laws; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. IVES: 
A resolution of the Legislature of the State 

of New York, favoring the enactment of legis
lation to authorize the Veterans' Adminis
tration to acquire the St. Albans Naval Hos
pital to provide acljudlcation service, out-· 
pntlent service, examinations, rehabilitation 
service, and as an orthopedic section; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

(See resolution printed In full when laid 
before the Senate by the Acting President 
pro tempore on March 24, 1947, p. 2425, CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State o! New York; to the Committee ·on 
Finance: 

"Senate Resolution 11 
"Whereas the borough and county o! 

Queens, State of New York, 1s large~ in popu
lation than many of the States in the United 
States; and 

"Whereas Queens does not posseEs adequate 
United States veterans' facilities for hospi-
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tallzatfon of wounded and disabled veterans: 
and 

"Whereas ·a large number of men formerly 
in the armed forces, who now require hos
pital, medical, or surgical treatment, came 
from localities in or contiguous to Queens 
and must travel great distances to receive 
proper attention : Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved (if the assembly con cur), That 
the Senate and Assembly of the State of New 
York do memorialize Congress to establish 
a veterans' hospital and maintain suitable 
facilities for the hospitalization of S}.lch vet
erans in the borough of Queens, city of New 
York and State of New York; and be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
sent to the President of the United. Stat es, 
the Speaker of the House of Representat ives, 
each member of Congress from the State of 
New York, and to the Administrator of the 
United States Veterans• Administration." 

By Mr. WATKINS: 
A joint memorial of the Legislature of the 

State of Utah, favoring the transfer of cer
, tain land and buildings o~ the military res
. ervat!on of Fort Douglas, Utah, to the Fed
eral Administrator of the Veterans' Admin
istration; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

(See joint· memorial printed. in full when 
laid before the Senate by the President pro 
tempore on March 25, 1947, p. 2522, CONGR!:S
SIONAL RECOJtD.) 

A memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Utah; to the Committee on Armed Serv

. ices: 
"Senate Concurrell'l .Memoria 4 

· "Concurrent memol:ial to the Military M
fairs Committees of the Congress-.of the 

~ United States of America and to the Sec
retary of War, urging the use of certain 
lands and the transfer of. certain. b,uildings 
at the Tooele Ordnance Depot at Tooele, 
Utah, to the State department of ·public 
welfare 
"Be it resolved by the Legislature of the 

State of Utah: 
"Whereas the State of Utah, through the 

public welfare commission,. in cooperation 
with the commanding otncer of the Tooele 

-Ordnance Depot, did establi~h at said depot 
on August 1, 1946, the Tod Training Center, 
a. center for the education, training, treat
ment, and employment of boys . between the 
ages of 16 and 21 years, who because of their 
problems must be removed !rom their natu-

. ral homes; and_ 
''Whereas the said program has been of 

. great value in adjusting said boys ·to llf& 
· and preparing them !or useful citizenship; 
~ and · 

"Whereas the commandlng..._ofticer of .the 
Tooele Ordnance Depot has advised the-State 
of Utah that the Tod Ti·aining Center must 
cease operation on or about April 15, 1947, 
because o! lack of employment opportunities 
for said boys; and . 

"Whereas buildings, facilities, and equip
ment will be necessary if such substitute 
program is developed; and 

"Whereas. it appears that the Tooele Ord
. nance Depot will have no use for the build

ings, !acil1ties, and equipment now used by 
. the Tod Training Center:~Be it therefore 

"Resolved· by the Twent11-seventh Legisla· 
ture of the State of Utah in session assem

- bled, That necessary actio.n be talten imme., 
diately to tranefer from the jurisdiction and 

· custody of the Tooele Ordnance Depot to the 
State department of public welfare the. title 
to all buildings, facilities, and equipment 
now occupied and used·· by the Tod Training 
Center, together with the use of the. land 
upon which such buildings...are situated~ be 
it further 

"Resolved, That the secretary of the State 
of Utah forward copies of this memorial to 

. the congressional delegation from the ... ~tate 
of Ut ah, the President of the Uniteq States 
Senate,· the ' Speaker of .- the United States 

House of Representatives, members of the 
Milit ary Affairs Committees of the United 
States Congress, to the Secretary of War, and 
to the commanding officer of the Tooele Ord
nance Depot." . 

(The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before 
the Senate a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Utah identical with the forego
ing,·wh!ch was referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services.) 

By Mt\ CAPPER: 
. A petition of sundry citizens of Salina, 
Kans., praying for ·the enactment of Senate 
bill 265, to prohibit the transportation of 
alcoholic beverage advertising in interstate 
commerce; to the Committee on Interstate 

. and Foreign Commerce. 

PROTEST AGAINST INCREASE IN. TAX 
RATES IN THE DIS~ICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr; CAPPER. Mr. President, I . ask 
unanimous consent to present for appro
priate reference and to have printed in 
the REconn a resolution adopted by the 
Graphic Arts Association of Washington, 
D. C:, expressing their opposition to an 
increase in tax rates for .the District of 
Columbia until the Federal Government 
contributes a fair amount of the cost of 
maintaining the District of Columbia. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was received, referred to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia, and 
orde:red to be printed in the R!:coan, as 
follows: 

Resolution opposing--sales .tax 
Whereas, the Federal Gove'rnment- has. for· 

many years failed to pay a fair proportion of 
·· the cost of operattng t~e District of·Columbia 
·Government; and 

Whereas the Congress of the United..States 
has seen fit to declare large real-estate hold-
ing:'! in the District of Columbia tax exempt; 
and 

Whereas the Congress .of the United States 
has seen fit to exempt thousands of persons 
enjoying the benettts derived from residing 
in the District of Columbia from the pay
ment of District of Columbia income taxes: 
and 

Whereas the Federal Government, the 
owners of tax-exempt real estate, and the 
local residents exempt from-the. payment of 
District of Columbia income taxes enjoy and 
use all of the fncilltiea and:. services_ offered-

. by the D.lptrict of Columbia, . .to the same ex
tent: as. the. indLV'iduaLDistric..t: of Columbia 
citizen and taxpayer: Be it . 

Reso!ved, That this association condemns. 
and opposes the ·enactment of'-a sales tax or 
any other new-tax laws or the increase in the 
rates· of . any taJo:es now in effect until and 
unless the Congr.esaof the Unit£d States pro
vides that the Federal Government contrib
ute a fair amount to the cost of maintaining 
the District of Columbia and until. the Con
greas of the United States removes-from·tbe 
present status_the..real estate..and..incomes.. of 
those landowners and individuals now ex
empt.from tax action. 

Dated at Washington, D. C., this 17th day 
of March 1947. 

Attest: 

GJtAPHIC ARTS ASSOCIATION. O:J'. .• 
WASHIN.GTON";: D. C., INC., 

ELKELM..E:US.EY, ·Pres:iden.t.-' ,: 

c. E. ·suuMzas, 
Recording Secretary. 

REPORTS OF COMMITI'EES 

' in the Ar.my; without ami:mdmen£ (Rept. No. 
77). 

By Mr. SMITH, from the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare: 

S. 526. A bill to promote the progress qf 
science; to advance the national health, pros
perity, and welfare; to secure the national 
defense; and for other purposes; with amend
ments (Rept. No. 78). 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, in con
nection with the report submitted by me 
from the Committee on Labor and Public 
'Welfare of a bill to establish a National 
Science Foundation, I desire to say that 
I submit it in collaboration with the dis
tinguished Senator from Utah [Mr; 
THOMAS]. who joined with me in com
bining two bills which were introduced, in 
order that there might · be one bill 
unanimously reported by the committee. 

REPORT OF COMMITTEE_ ON CIVIL 
SERVICE 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Civil Service, I ask 
unanimous consent to report favorably 
without amendment the bill <S. 715) to 
amend the Civil · Service Retirement Act 
of May 29, 1930, as amended, to provide 
annuities for investigatory personnel of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation who 

. have rendered at least 2Q years of ser
vice, · and I submit a report <No. 76) 
thereon. The bill provides for the re-

. tirement of the employees· of the FBI. 
and it is a unanimous report of that 
committee. I request that a letter from .. 
J. Edgar ·Hoover be printed .as .a part of 
the report. 

The ·PRESIDENT-pro.tempore. With
out objection, the report will be received, 
and the bill will be placed on the calen.
dar, and, without objection, the letter 
w1ll be printed as a part of the report as 
requested by the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, March 26, 1947, he pre
sented to the President of the United 

· States the.enrolled joint resolution <S. J. 
Res: 27) amending the . Settlement. of 
Mexican Claims .Act of 1942 to provide 
for the consideration. of any claim ·cre
cided by the Gener::il Claims Commission 
in which the -United States. filed a peti
tion for rehearing: 

EXECUTIVE· MESSAGES· REFERRED - - '"'

As in executive session, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempor:e laid.be· .. 

fore the Senate messages from the Presi
dent of the United States .submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees • 

<For nominations this. day receivedr 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

. EXECUTIVE ~REPORTS" OF' COMMI1I'TEEa 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations- were submitted: 
By Mr. TAFT, from the Committee oD 

Tile following reports of committees Labor and Public Welfare: 
were submitted: Francis A. O'Neill, Jt., of New York, to be 

By Mr. GURNEY, from the Committee on a member of the National Mediation Board 
Armed Services: for the term expiring-February 1, 1950: and 

H. R.l9-i3. A bill to establ1.sh...a....permane.nt... _ Carl ~. Schwab; and sev~raJ. othe cam- --
Nurse Corps·of the Army-and the Navy-and to die!-at_es fox; appointment· i~ -. the R~IDtlar -

- e,~?tabUsh a.·women'a·Ked1c8i:Spec1alist::Corps-- · CoJPS ot -the- ·PU~Health Service: 
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. ~Y Mr. GURNEY. from the Committee on 
Armed Se!'vices: . 

CoL Charles Joseph Barrett (lieutenant 
colonel, Field Artillery). Army of the Unite~ 
Stat es, to be professor of modern langua.ges 
at the United States Military Academy, with 
rank !rom date of appointment; and Col. 

. John Will Coffey (lieutenant colonel, Ord
nance Department) , Army of the United 
States, to be pro!esso"r of ordnance at the 
United States Military Academy, with rank 
from date of ap}:ointment; 

Lt. Gen. Lucius DuBignon Clay (brigadier 
general, U. s. Army,) to be general, Army of 
the Unit ed States, and Maj. Gen. Clarence 
Ralph Huebner (brigadier general, U. S. 
Army) to b~ lieutenant general, Army o! the 

· United States; 
Maj. Harold Rathbun 'J;'urner and sundry 

other officers !or promotion tn the Regul~ 
Army of the United States; 

Lt. Col. Charles Dayton Carle and sundry 
· other officers for appointment, by transfer, 
in the Regulz.r Army o! the United states; 

Admiral Jonas H. Ingram, United States 
Navy, to be plc.ced on the retired list with 
the rank at admiral; -

Roscoe F. Good, Jr., to be a second lieu
tenant in the United States Marine Corps 
frcm the 6th da.y of June 19!7, -and John J. 
Bozek to be a second Ueutenan~ in ,~e 
United States Marine Corps t.o correct,_~~ 
given name, James J. Bozek, as previously 
nominated and confirmed; 

Eugene J. Ambrosio and sundry other offi
cers to be second lieutenants in the Regular 
Marine Corps; · 

Artbur H. Ashton and sundry other offi
cers for appointment in the line of the Navy; 
and · 

Harold B. Goodwin and sundry other offi
cers for appointment in ~he ~avy. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read ·the first 
time. and, by unanimous consent, the 

. second time. ·a.nd referred a& fol!ows: 
By Mr. WILEY: I 

s. 981. A b1ll for the relief o! Carl W. Sund
strom to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By V..r. FLANDERS: 
S. 982. A bill t .o provide seniority benefits 

for certain omcers and members of the Metro
politan Police force and o! the Fire Depart
ment of the District of Columbia. who are 

· veterans of World War 1I and lost opportunity 
for promotion by reason of their_ service in 
the armed~orces of the. United States; to the 
Committee on the Distrfct of Columbia. 

By Mr. ECTON: 
s. 983. A bill. to authorize the Secretary of 

·the Interior to sell certain l~ in the State 
of Montana · to Robert J: O'Connor; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

EXTENSION OF · SUGAR CONTROLS-
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. ELLENDER submitted an amend
ment in the ·nature of a. substitute in
tended to be proposed by him to the Joint 
Resolution 58, to extend the powers ~d 
authorities under certain statutes- with 
respect to the distribution and pricing 9f 
sugar. and for other purposes. which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 
• Mr. WHERRY submitted two amend
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
the joint resolution <S. J. Res. ·sa> to ex
tend the powers and authorities under 
certain 1itatutes ·with respect to the dis
tributi-on and pricing of sugar and for 
other purpos~ which were ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

JOINT COilMITI'EE TO sTuD"Y: FARM 
LEGISLATION 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President •. on behalf 
· af .myseif and my friends ·and -colleagues •. 

the senior Senator from Vermont £Mr. ·they were in the early thil·ties. We must 
AIKEN] and the junior Senator from not and we cannot afford to fail in plan
North Dakota [Mr. YoUNG], I ask unani- ning an effective and coordinated pro
mons consent to submit for appropriate gram, for failure inigl!-t lead again to 
reference a concurrent resolution. ·I . such conditions as prevailed in.1932 when 
shall state very briefly, by way of a pre- mortgage foreclosures increased to 
pared statement, the reason for submit- shocking totals and thousands of farm 
ting the resolution at this time. families . lost their life's savings and 

In submitting the concurrent resolu- thousands more became homeless be
tion providing for- the re-creation of a cause of the foreclosures. 
joint committee of the Senate an.d Such adverse conditions in the next 
House to study policies relating to agrl- · few years would lay an especially heavy 
culture and to recommend supporting burden upon young people, many of them 
legislation that will promote ~he stabil- veterans, who are only now. after long 
ity of this great industry and enable it delay, estabiishing themselves in business 
to go forward and· assure a high level of and farm management. They have as
production in the postwar years, I wish sumed and are assuming heavy personal 
to draw attention to three important financial obligations. to say nothing of 
considerations: their share oi the staggering national 

First. The economic structure and debt and the bw·den of taxation they will 
well-being of the United States rests to have to shoulder. Thoughtful planning 
such a g:Ieat extent upon agriculture that and action by this Congress would bolster 
this basic industry must be prosperous if . the hopes and oppol'tunities of many 
the Nation as a whole is to prosper. young P...mericans who are seeking to find 

Second. Price supports under the -a. satisfying livelihood in farming. 
Steagall amendment. which ar~ a . vital It is with these major considerations 
part of . the present farm prpgram. will 'in mind, Mr. President, that I submit the 
end in less than 2 years. so that con- concurrent resolution providing for the 
sideration of legislation to stabiliZe farm establishment of a joint congressional 

·prices will be imperative. committee. F-rom such a com.ri:tittee I am 
- Third. We must plan now to avoid the confident would come recommendations 
hardships and losses which the farming for legislation to provide, in ample. time, 

. segment of our population experienced a well-balanced and adequate p!an for 
in a. similar period immediately after . agriculture in this new period of transi-

. World War I. tion through which we are passing. 
· It fs doubtful that any emergency leg- There being no objection, the concur .. 
islationisneeded to safeguard fa_rm pros- rent resolution <S. Con. Res. lD sub
perity during the present levels of prices, mitted by Mr. THYE (for himself, Mr. 
production, and world food needs. How- · .AIKEN, and Mr. YoUNG) was received and 
ever, when the parity price payments referred to the Committee on Agricul
end on December 31, 1948, if we shall ture and Forestry, as follows: 
have failed to provide for the transition, Resolved by the senate · (th.e House of 
through a sound farm program, it is Representatives ecmcurring), That there is 
certain that a crisis in agriculture will . hereby established a. joint congressional com
occur. It could result in serious damaae mittee to be composed of five members who 
to the agricultural economy befo1·e are members of the Committee on Agrtcul
emergency legislation could be enacted. . ture and Forestry o! the Senate, to be ap-

pointed by the President pro tempore o! the 
I want the Congress to be fully aware Senate; and fil!e members who are members 

·of the needs of agriculture In this period. - of the committee on Agriculture of the 
I am not worlied about the specitlc .House of Represenbtives, to be appointed by 
method· o! arriving at the desired result. the Speaker of _tlle House of Representatives. 
If we make a study of conditions now. I The committee shnll select a chairman and 
believe that such a joint committee of • a vice chairm~ from among its members. 
the Senate and House. as proposed, would :A vacancy in. the membership of the commit-

.. suggeSt especially· constructive means of tee -shall not affect the power of the remain-
, ing members to execute the functions of the 

determining what legislation is needed committee, and shall be filled in the same 
and would, at the same time, help to manner as in the case of the original ap
coordinate the legislative program for . pointment. 

· agriculture along desirable lines. · Szc. 2. _The committee shall make a thor-
. I do not regard this as a partisan pro- ough study and tnvestiga..~on of existing and 

· . posal 1n any sense . In submitting the · pending agricUltural legiSlat ion and of the 
. • _ trends, needs, and problems of agriculture 

con~urrent resolution I wel~ome the in- in the united states, including, but not 
terest and support of ·my fnends on the -llmite-d to-

-D.emocratic side w.ho are as deeply con- (a) the effect of the--expiration on Decem-
cerned as I am in developing a sound and .ber 31, 19.48, ot the period specified in sec

·stable agricultural. program. tion· 8 (a) of the Stabillzatton Act of 1942, 
Basically.· what is pMposed is a care- · as amended (56 ~:at. 767), and section 4 of 

ful study of legislation to be considered - the act entitled An act 'to extend the life 
. . and increase the credit resources o! the COm-

in . the ne~ sesSI.on o~ Congress, and a modlty Credit COrporation, and for other 
: research .IntO the -agrlCUltural -economy , pu.rposes," appro-ved July 1, 19-11, as amend
to determine long-term needs. The lat- ed {55 stat. 498), relating to price support for 
ter is already in progress under the con- ·; basic and nonbastc agricultural commodities, 
structive provisions. of the Research and and ~e advisab!Uty of additional legislation 

. Marketing Act of 194«5. The work of the · on account of such expiration; 
~ joint committee wotild ' supplement the. (b) methods or conserving the Nation's 
research program with special emphasis soil and fol'est resources, and encouraging the 

. on what needs. to be dane in ·the next ~t:!:: of land and more efilctent cutting 

year. (c) lm:provement Of methods of rroduc-
J4r. President, we dare not run the uon .. IJIUketing, and distribution of agricul-

, risk of penpitting a_recUJTence of disas· tural commodities to the end that · present 
troous prices -for -agricultural products, as high levels of production may be maintained 
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and expanded and agriculture may assume its 
basic position in the national economy; and 

(d) such other problems an<. subjects ill 
the field of agriculture as the committee 
deems appropriate. . 
- • SEc. 3. The committee shall confer and 
consult with responsible leaders and experts 
in Agriculture, shall complete its study and 
investigation as exp~ditiously a::; po&ible, and 
shall forthwith thereafter (but not later than 
January 1, 1948) report to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestl'y of the Senate 
and the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives the results thereof, 
recommending su~h legislation ::s may be 
necessary to a::sure and speed the transition 
from a wartime, to a sound, sta.ble, and 
continuing prosperous, peacetime agricul
tural economy. 

SEc. 4. For the purposes of this concur
rent resolution, the committee, or a11.y duly 
authorized subcommittee thereof, is author
ized to hold such hearings, to sit and act at 
such times and places during · the s~sions, 
recP.sses, and adjourned periods of the Eight
Ieth .Jongress, to employ such clerical and 
other assistants, to require by subpena or 
otherwise the attendance oi such witnesses 
and the_ production of such correspondence, 
books, papers, and do~uments, to administer 
such oaths, to take such testimony, and to 
make such expenditures, as it deems advis
able. The cost of stenogr~phic services to re
port such hearings shall not be in excess of 
25 cents per 100 words. The expenses of 
the committee, which shall not exceed $10,-
000, shall be paid one-half from the con
tingent fund Of the Senate and one-half from 
the ront!ngent fund of the House of Repre
sentatives, upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman of the committee. 

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR REPORTS BY 
FORMER COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC 
LANDS AND SURVEYS 

Mr. BUTLER submitted the following 
resolution <S. ·Res. 97), which was re
ferred to the Committee on Public 
Lands: 

Resolved, That the authority granted· to 
the Committee on Public Lands and Sur
~eys under Senate Resolution 315, Seventy
ninth Congress, agreed to July SO, 1946, re
lating to studies and investigations of mat
ters referred to such committee, as hereto .. 
fore extended, is :Qereby further extended to 
May 31, 1947, for the purpose of allowing ad
ditional· time 1n which to make a report to 
the Congress. 

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 

The following bills and joint resolu
tion were severally read twice by their 
titles and referred, as indicated: 

H. R. 134.4. An act to admit the American
owned ferry Crosline to American registry 
,and to permit its use in c~stwise trade; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

H. R. 2700. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Labor, the Federal 
Security Agency, and related independent 
agencies, for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 19-!8, and for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 159. Joint resolution making ap
propriations to supply deficiencies in certain 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1947, and for othe1· purposes; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

THE STEAMSHIP "MARTIN BEHRMAN" 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, this 
morning's New York Times contains -an 
advertisement regarding the steamship 
Martin Behrman. I ask that this adver
tisement, with its statement by the presi
dent of the Isbrandtsen Co., be reprinted 
in the REcORD at this point. 

XCIII-161 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
ST!rAMSHIP "MARTIN BEHRMAN," AN AMERICAN 

SHIP . 

This vessel, which has figured a great deal 
in the news lately, is owned by the United 
Stat~ Governm"ent and under charter to our 
concern. We are an American company, en
tirely American owned. We buy commodities 
in foreign countries, essential to our econ
omy and sell American goods abroad. 

We own and operate American vessels on 
regular trade routes and otherwise. We are 
inclined to be independent, and we follow 
the American way whenever possible: 

On January 28, 1947, representatives of 
our firm concluded arrangements with re
sponsible IndonE-sian interests and with 
Datch Government authorities in Washing
ton, and with full knowledge of our State 
Dapartment, to have the Martin Behrman 
call at Cheribon, Java, a port controlled by 
the Indqnesians to load a cargo of cinchona, 
sugar, rubber, and other scarce products on 
consignment to our firm. Under present 
regulations these goods would be disposed of 
to United States Government agencies, much 
interested in receiving them. In fact, Presi
dent Truman has within the last few days 
asked for an extension of war powers in 
order to accumulate further materials of 
this character. 

Simultaneously with the Martin Behrman's 
arrival in Cheribon, the Dutch authorities 
changed the rules by issuing various de
crees and applying same to the Ma1·tin Behr
man, contrary to prior assurances given us 
In writing. These decrees virtually estab
lished a blockade of all Indonesian con
trolled ports, thus stopping the fiow of pro
duce from Indonesia to the outside world. 

After loading her cargo, the Martin Behr
man was forcibly taken by the Dutch to 
Batavia, a D!}tch-controlled port, purportedly 
for inspection, but actually for the purpose 
of unloading and seizing her cargo. Accord
ing to news dispatches, our State Depart
ment protested this action, but at this writ
ing the process of unloading is still going on. 

Capt. Rudy Gray of the vessel and his 
men have resisted, as they naturally would, 
such high-handed action. They have been 
confronted with Japanese war prisonaor·s 
rummaging through their ship and have met 
the humiliations offered them as best they 
could. 

After weeks of delay and after much moral 
pressure being brought by public opinion, 
both here and out there, it has been sug
gested by the Dutch Government that they 
will supply the Martin Behrma1~ with another 
cargo and compensate us for delay of the 
vessel, etc. That proposition would require 
us, as consignors, to abandon the interests 
of the original shippers with whom we made 
our agreements and to join forces with the 
people who have despoiled them. This may 
be good diplomacy, but it is not the American 
way of doing business. This will not be the 
first time where we might be involved in 
financial lOEs, because we find it hard to 
throw off the habits of a lifetime of fair 
dealing. 

We can speak about our foreign trade and 
our merchant marine as much as we · like. 
But unless we keep freedom of access to 
ports and freedom of trade we might as well 
stay home, both in peace and war. 

If it was worth while for our young people 
to be sent out to maintain the open door, 
the old John Hay policy, we should not now 
return so soon to Old World subtle and legal
istic diplomacy, which up to this time has 
chiefiy involved us in wars, loss of life, and 
high taxes. 

When we don't follow elemental simple 
rules, we do not keep faith. 

HANS JEPPESEN ISBRANDTSEN, 
President, Isbrandtsen Co., Inc., 

New York, N. Y. 

SALES TAX ON LIQUOR ADVERTISING
STATEMENT BY DR. CLINTON N. HOWARD 

lMr. CAPPER asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD a statement 
by Dr. CUnton N. Howard favoring a sales tax 
on liquor advertising, which appears in the 
Appendix.] 

TESTIMONY OF FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT, 
JR., ON HOUSING LEGISLATION 

[Mr. SPARKMAN asked and obtained leave 
to have plinted in the RECORD a statement 
relative to certain housing bills, made by 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, Jr., on behalf of the 
American Veterans' Committee before the 
Committee on B!mking and Clli'rency, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

CHANGES IN CLOTURE RULE 
[Mr. KNOWLAND asked and obtained leave 

to have printed, in the RECORD editorials from 
the Denver Post, the St. Louis Star-Times, 
the El. Paso Times, the Virginian-Pilot (Nor
folk, Va.), and the Citizen (Asheville N. C.), 
commenting on the desirability of a change 
in the cloture rule, which appear in the 
Appendix.] 

INTERVENTION IN GREECE 
l Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado asked and 

obtained leave to have printed in the RECoRD 
an article entitled "Fortnightly Commentary 
of the Value Line Investment survey-In
tervention iu. G::eece," published in the New 
York Times, Sunday, March 23, 1947, whicb 
appears in the Appendix.] 

EUROPEAN VOTING STATISTICS 
[Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado asked and 

obtained leave. to have printed in the RECORD 
a tab:e entitled "Europe-Voting Statistics," 
dated March 12, 1947, which app£ars in the 
Appendix.) 

OUR EXPANDING OIL INTERESTS-
ARTICLE BY MALCOLM HOBBS 

[Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado asked and ob
tained leave to have printed in the RECoRD 
an article entitled "Our Expand.i.ng Oil Inter
ests," written by Malcolm Hobbs and pub
lished by the Overseas News Agency, Inc., 
March 20, 1947, which appears in the Appen
dix.) 

NOMINATION OF DAVID E. LILIENTHAL 

M.r. FERGUSON. Mr. President-
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Let 

the Chair state the parliamentary situa
tion. The Senate is in legislative ses
sion, and the question is on agreeing to 
the first committee amendment to the 
Senate Joint Resolution 58 to extend the 
·powers and authorities under certain 
statutes witl:i ·respect to the distribution 
and pricing of sugar, and for other pur
poses. 

The Senator from Michigan has the 
fioor. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, yes
terday I obtained the floor to speak upon 
the matter which was then under con
sideration in executive session, and I 
wish to speak upon that subject today. 

I have sought long arid earnestly to 
settle in my own mind the issues which 
.are involved in the nomination of Mr. 
Lilienthal to be Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. I reviewed as care
fully as time would permit the testimony 
produced in the hearings held by the 
Senate section of the Joint Atomic 
Energy Commission. I dipped back into 
certain testimony and reports on the TV A 
under Mr. Lilienthal's directorship. 
Wherever they were obtainable I read 
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Mr. Lilienthal's writings and public ad
dresses. · I made this personal investiga
tion with an open mind, knowing that 
when this nomination came before the 
se·nate I would have to stand and be 
counted, upon my own judgment and 
responsibility. 

Today, the United States is farthest in 
advance of other nations in knowledge 
of the theory of . atomic energy. Of 
equal importance is the further fact that 
we have the capacity to make practical 
application of this strange and terrible 
power. We gained that knowledge at 
great financial cost and under the bloody 
stimulus of war. · 

We possess this great force at a time in 
world history, as the President recently 
said, when "nearly every nation must 
choose between alternative ways of life." 
He referred to the great struggle going 
on all over the world between a way of 
life based upon individual liberty, free 
institutions, and the will of the majority, 
but with respect for minorities, · and an 
opposing way of life founded upon op
pression and upon the coercion of the 
majority . by a ruthless minority. At 
bottom this is the age-old struggle be
tween freedom and slavery, between de-· 
mocracy and totalitarianism, which has 
appeared over and over . again in the 
course of civilization. 

In this conflict the use or misuse of. 
atomic energy is of crucial significance 
because of the range of. its terrible de
structive power. As a war weapon ruth
lessly applied it can tip the balance in 
this struggle between freedom and 
slavery. Although the United States 
alone possesses the full power to use 
atomic weapons, it is practicing rem.ark
able self-restraint by its willingness · to 
devote the discovery to the benefit of all 
mankind. America asks only that there 
be proper safeguards against the de
structive use of atomic energy by those 
who learn the secret at our expense and 
by our voluntary disclosure. We do not 
wish our generosity to become the in
strument of our own destruction or the 
means by which others may enslave 
mankind. 

National suicide and the enslavement 
of man)dnd can readily follow any dis
closure of the practical use of atomic 
energy if time and proper safeguards are 
not used to prevent such tragic conse
quences. Other nations will require time 
to equip themselves with this destructive 
power; they cannot use it now because 
they do not have the equipment or the 
knowledge of how to use it. Eventually 
they will gain the knowledge and capac
ity, but if we wisely use the intervening 
time to build procedures capable of pro
tecting mankind we may save rather than 
destroy civilization. 

We cannot bottle up the development 
of atomic energy and put it on ice until 
the world is ready to use it safely. We 
have to continue with the development. 
Other nations will do the same in all 
the frenzied haste of which they are 
capable. Some nations may evert be 
spurred to greater efforts by the diabol
ical dream of world domination which 
atomic weapons conjure in the mind. In 
any case we know that development will 
continue here and elsewhere through
out the world. 

To do this in an orderly, safe fashion 
we have established a Commission into 
whose hands will pass the fundamental 
knowledge we now possess. A terrible 
responsibility rests upon the men who 
will compose this Commission. The Na
tion's trust-our lives, our poss-essions, 
and our fortunes-are literally in the 
hands of these Commissioners. They 
will hold the key to the world's future. 
On this account, we who are to confirm 
their authority have a solemn responsi
bility of our own. 

This is the background with which I 
approached Mr. Lilienthal's nomination. 
What manner of man· is he~ How will 
he approach the trust we are asked to 
place in him? Where does he stand in 
this struggle between freedom in democ
racy as America knows it and oppression 
by minorities elsewhere in the world? 

The Communist issue has been raised 
in this case. The implication has been 
made, if not the· direct charge, that ,Mr. 
Lilienthal may be a Communist, or that 
he is a fellow traveler, and that at least 
he was . tolerant of Communists when 
their presence was disclosed in a public 
enterprise directed by Mr. Lilienthal. 
The reference is to the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. -

The theory of this charge is that we 
cannot afford to trust anyone with atomic 
energy development who is friendly or 
indifferent to communism when we know 
that Communists are in violent opposi
tion to our conception of free democracy 
and that Communist-dominated Russia 
is striving intensively to learn atomic 
technology. 

I should like to dispose of this charge. 
I am convinced Mr. Lilienthal is not a 
Communist. As to what are Mr. Lilien
thal's thoughts on communism in United 
States, I cite what he has admitted. 
When his attention was drawn to the 
presence of some Communists in TV A he 
brushed the evidence aside as of no con
sequence. He considered the Communist 
"cell" too small and too unimportant in 
the vast TVA to bother gbout it. 

This is an error in his judgment which 
causes me some concern. In the Cana
dian Communist spy ring there were in
volved only 16 persons. Ample testi
mony on Communist operations shows 
that it is part of Communist tactics to 
work in exceedingly small and disci
plined minorities. When Communists 
took control in Russia back in 1917, they 
numbered about 25,000. In all the vast 
population of Russia, the Communist 
Party remains a mere fraction yet it rules 
the country with an iron hand. Some
times a single person is a "cell" at some 
key point in an organization. 

In ordinary circumstances there is ex-. 
cuse for remaining indifferent to minor
ity groups in general. It might even be 
excusable in Government agencies like 
TVA and RFC, where any harm an ordi
nary minority group may do cannot 
wreck the country before it is checked. 
But Communist minorities are different 
than ordinary minority groups. Indif
ference to Communists is not excusable 
because of their tactics and because of 
the destructive nature to their move
ment. The smallness of their number 
bears no relation to their effectiveness 
and to the damage they can do. Cer-

tainly this would be the case in atomic 
energy development. A single person 
serving, let us say, as research director 
on the Atomic Energy Commission, or 
as editor of scientific studies, can be a 
leak of incredible and tragic proportions. 
One man or a chosen few could work 
great harm. · 

I believe, therefore, it was a grave error 
for Mr. Lilienthal to remain indifferent 
to Communists in TVA when he knew of 
their presence and was aware of the 
manner in which Communists operate. 
It raises a doubt in my mind about the 
wisdom of confirming him for the im
portant post on the Atomic Energy Com
mission. 

This does not m&.ke him a Communist 
or a fellow traveler and I would not re
ject him on those grounds. But it does 
raise the question in my mind of why 
Mr. Lilienthal was indifferent to Com
munists. This calls for further examina
tion into his personel qualities and his 
thinking and the bearing they may have 
upon the trust we are asked to place in 
him. 

I do not raise any question about his 
education or his administrative ability. 
The peculiar nature of the atomic force 
and the extraordinary powers of the 
Atomic Commission compel us to dig 
deeper into the type of men we place in 
c.harge of it. 

We are required to go beyond surface 
generalizations in these appointments for 
another important reason; namely, .the 
bearing of atomic energy develo'pment 
upon this struggle between two ways of 
life. The President described this strug
gle as one based upon rule by majority 
versus rule by minority. He did not 
elaborate upon these opposing forces ex
cept in general terms of political freedom 
versus political oppression. But we have 
to go deeper than that, as I hope to make 
clear to the Senate. 

Minorities which rule by oppression, 
by controlled press and controlled radio, 
by fixed elections and the suppression of 
personal freedoms are rightly called to
talitarian governments. But there are 
other identifying marks of totalitarian
ism than these. Those who push every
where for government planning, govern
ment ownership, government controls, 
government paternalism are also travel
ing the road to totalitarianism. They 
may not know it. They may not intend 
it. They may argue otherwise. But in 
my judgment they move inevitably in the 
direction where the people exist only fo:r; 
the state which is the basic philosophy of 
totalitarian governments. 

Considerable government activity is 
consistent with freedom, but when suf
ficient government ownership, planning, 
controls, and paternalism is achieved in 
any country, the people of the country 
lose their liberites, their free elections, 
their free institutions, and the repre
sentative characte.r of their governments. 
This conclusion to me is logical; it is a 
reasonable one to make; it has been 
demonstrated many times in history; 
and the world's experience in the last 
50 years documents it with many terri
ble examples. 

Anyone professing to believe in the 
constant expansion of government-in 
planning, ownership, controls, and p-a.-
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tetna1ism-heads in the direction of the 
authoritarian state. If such a person 
were to head atomic-energy develop
ment, every decision, every undertaking, 
every act in that regard would widen the 
framework of government domination. 
I am aware that the Atomic Energy 
CommiSsion is itself to be a government 
monopoly. I am sorry that the nature 
of the force compels that form of de
velopment. I submit to government 
monopoly only because security makes it 
imperative until international agree
ment makes atomic development safe. 

But I do not admit that the occasion 
should be one for using such a monopoly 
to extend government domination in
definitely and wherever the opportunity 
arises. But this is what those who be
lieve in big government would do. Ex
perience \Vith the actions of such peO
ple show that they are possessed of a 
crusading spirit, that they ar:e not scru
pulous about the tactics they use-, and 
that they foUow the dangerous doctrine 
that the end justifies the means. Their 
operations are often sugar-.OOated by the 
intent to do good things, but tbe inevi
table upshot 'Of this thinking and these 
tactics is totalitarianism. 
· How does this bear upon Mr. Lilien
thai? How should it ~r upon our de
cision to confirm or reject his ll<>mina
tion? 
- It has been said that Mr. Lilienthal is 
a New Dei~.Jer. It is ~aid _th.at be is oon-
siderably to t~e lett tn bis thinking and . 
. pbilo~opby. Such labels ·_ are npt dis
paraging, and in themselves ate mean
ingless. What I ·want to deseribe. if "I 
can, is the actual nat11re of his thinking 
and attitude c;m this question of Govern
ment planning, ownership, rontroJs. and 
paternalism as :C gather it. 

From an examination 'Of his w:l'itings, 
addresses, and activities 1;tt TVA, I am 
conv;inced that he is one who would pusb 
big goYernment until Government domi
nated the Jives and pr·o~rty .Of all its 
people. He is a · crusader in that cfu·ec
tion. He believes Government domina
tion is necessary and inevitable in moo
ern conditions. Let us admit he i.s sin
cere in his b.eUef that on this road lies 
progress and the advancing welfare of 
the people. Wherever be has his choice 
between enoouraging private and public 
·enterprise. he will lean to public enter
prise. He wants the Government to 
plan. to own, to control directly where 
possible and by money indirectlY. 

I do not believe Mr. Lilienthal would 
or could deny this. Ail of his acts as 
TVA Administrator travel in that one 
direction. As . early as 1934 he was de
nouncing _private business for what he 
described as its inaction in tbe . de
pression. He then -said: 

In this ·situation it became one of th~ new 
functions of Government to supply the nec
essary stimulus to industry. (Business and 
Gov~rnment in the Tennessee Valley, Annals 
cf the American A<:ademy of Political and 
Soclal Science, vol. 172, March 1934, pp. 
45-49.) 

He did not then un:derstand industry, 
and he does not now understand Gov
ernment; for, thet·eafter, with 7 years of 
Government .stimuf}ls to industry on a 
colossal scale, the evils of which he spoke 

-were not corrected until the war liqui
dated the depression of the 1930's. 

As late as June 1946, in an address at 
the Utah State Agricultural College, M:r. 
Lilienthal declared: 

Only an antiquarian will fail to recognize 
that . the country must entrust the Federal 
Government with extensive powers and re
sponsibilities, and that these responsibilities 
will be broadened rather than narrowed as 
time goes on. (Appendix of the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD, VOl. 92, pt. 11, p. A3500.) 

Back in 1939, he was of the same opin
ion when he decJaa.·ed: 

The granting of additional responsibilities 
to the National Government .h.as been a vic
tory f.or clear thinking. (Address before the 
SoUthern Political Scien.Ce Association. No
vember 10, 19:39, The TVA: An Experiment in 
the Grass Roots' .Administration of Federal 
Functions.) 

In a moment, I wm challenge this 
victory for clear thil.lk.ing. 

I say. that the vast extensions of Fed
eral power itt the 1930's did not oolve our 
problems. It .intensified and aggravated 
them. It did ·not solve the monopoly 
problem in economic Ufe, but aggravated 
it. It did not solve the labol' problem, 
but intensi.fied. it until today we have 
seen some labor challenge gove.rnment 
itself. Big g·ovemment did not solve the 
problem of purchasing power~ but g:a.ve 
the consumer the largest dose of infia
tion bis dollar ever took. Price and pro
duction ·eontrols of big govet·nment -did 
not -stabilize the econ<Jmy, bu.t created 
hopeless confusi.on which p1agues us oo 
this day. 

.All ··of these grants of powa· to the 
National Government are what Mr. 
Lilienthal describes as .. -a victory fo1· 
clear thinking." Yet instead of solving 
our problems tbey have hopelesslY con
fused. and magnified them. Mr. Lili-en
thal and those who constantlY push for 
greater gov.em.ment p3wers will n.ever 
tmderstand that there are many prob
lems wbich cannot be solved by govern
ment nat. by government planning, or 
by government oontrot Yet that is the 
only clear thinking they can o1fer; and 
they stick to it notwithstanding it has 
failed . over· and over agair in their own 
lifetime and in aU history. They stick 
to it too in the face of recent and his
torical. experience. which shows that 
progressive transfer of powers from the 
people to government eventu.aUy under
mines the free foundations of the nation 
and destroys the freedom of the people. 

A new name is needed to describe men 
like Mr. Lilienthal. His philosophy is 
what may · be called social aristocrat. 
It is socialist because he believes in 
government ownership and controls. It 
its aristocratic because .he believes that 
experts should be the~ new governing 
dass. 

It is because of these beliefs that he 
has been accused of communism. Com
munism bas much in common with 
socialism, with government ownership · 
and domination over economic life. 
Communism likewise believes in a special 
govetning class with dictatorial powers. 
Mr. Lilienthal would extend government 
power, perhaps without calling it social
ism. and certainlY without subscribing 
to communism. . He would do it for a 

good end-the people's welfare-and he 
would expect to achieve an advancement 
of tne prople's welfare short of com
munism and short of government op
pr-ession. But the end result would be 
benevolent despotism until it degener
ated into tyranny. 

The zeal of people like Mr. Lilienthal 
is so great that they are not overscrupu
lous about their tactics. I do not mean 
to imply that they are iutentionaUy diS·· 
honest, although the thread here some
times runs pretty thin. Acting as they 
do within the framework of crusading 
idealism fot· what they believe to be the 
highest public good, they make decisi'Ons 
and shade operations which wm move 
them along toward those goals. 

This disregard for scruple has occuned 
on many occasions in connection with 
TVA. In appraising the struggie be
tween Dr. ArthuT E. Morgan and Ml·. 
Lilienthal which ended in Mr. LHien
thaJ's domination of TV A, the minority 
of the Joint Committee Investigatin'g 
the TVA deciared: · 

We conclude, therefore, that the real issue 
back of this dissension in the Boaro was the 
question of whether this great public enter
prise should be ooaducted on the highest 
pcssii:>le pl.ane, with clear, adequate. · .and 
thoroughly honest reporting as to what it 
w:as doing, or whether it should be conducted 
on a plane which involve«1 using the methods, 
which were lacking in -complete · candor, and 
which W(lmid be condemned in the conduct 
of private. business. (~pnority Views, Beport 
of J"oint Committee Investigating the Ten
nessee Valley Authority, 79th Cong.,· 1st sess., 
p. 2'74.) 

D.r.. M.o1·gan, tills report continues, 
"objected to indirectness, concealment, 
manipulation, and indeed to all methods 
of carrying on the business of t1w TVA 
whi~ while within the pale -of the law, 
oouki not be justified by a high standard 
of fair dealing.'-' The majority of the 
TVA ·Board, on the other hand, did not 
give all the pertinent facts.- took short 
cuts to make a favorable .showing for 
TVA, and exagget·ated theu· accomplish
ments. T.b1s congressional report fur
tller declared: 

Frequently the (TVA) administration has 
been arbitrary. dictatorial, and unbusiness
li.ke. Its rep(n·ts to the Congress, its releases 
to the public h'ave not always represented 
the faett> and have tended tow~rd. ~xoaggera
tion. lts r~ports have not always been can
did. Moreover, .it has 1n many insta!I:IDeS 
compietely ignored th.e rights of the States 
and has impinged upon their sovereignty 
almost to the point where there is ground 
for the charge that the Tennessee Valley Au
thority was endeavoring to .set up a sort of 
superstate in the Tennessee Valley area. 

These s.re the w.ords which the mincr
ity members of the congressional .inves
tig~ting committee used to descl:ibe the 
lack of scruple practiced by the TV A 
undel' Mr. Lilienthal's administration. 

I do not rely alone on reports like 
these or upon representations of private 
power companies who have been hostile 
to the TVA program. I have been look
ing fnto some of these matters on my 
own and I 1i.ffi convinced that this lack of 
scruple I have described does exi.st. 

I have he1·e photostatic documents and 
other papers of a case which illustrates 
the lack of scruple on the part of the 
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TV A. This case concerns the Tennessee 
Valley Associated Cooperatives, Inc. 
This was a cooperative organization in
corporated under the laws of Tennessee, 
January 23, 1934, "to promote, organize, 
establish, manage, finance, coordinate, 
and 8,ssist in any way whatsoever in the 
development of cooperative enterprises 
in the Tennessee Valley and contiguous 
areas through grants and_ loans of funds 
and management services." 

The first thing to notice about this 
case is that while the organic law of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority itself gave 
the TVA no powers to form these co
operative corporations, the directors of 
the TV A found a way to get around the 
law and form the corporations anyway. 
I quote from the opinion by the general 
solicitor of the Tennessee Valley Author
ity dated January 18, 1934, which I have 
at my desk. · They were trying to form 
these corporatiOns. They could not do 
it unrter the law or under the authority 
of the TV A, but they got an opinion from 
the legal officer of the TV A, and this is 
how they did it: 

You will note that I have provided that the 
Corporation is to be formed-

They used the Government lawyer to 
do it-

You will note that I have provided that the 
Corporation is to be formed by the directors 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority and not 
by the Tennessee Valley Authority itself. I 
do not believe the Tenne&see Valley Authority 
is authorized under the act creating it to 
organize other corporations or to hold the 
stock . itself. At best, the right is certainly 

ery doubtful. It would be just as easy-

This is their own counsel, the Govern
ment counsel speaking-
It · would be just as easy for the directors 
to organize the Corporation and hold the 
stock in trust for the United States or- to 
take the stock in the name of the United 
States, as we have done with the Electric 
Home and Farm Authority, Inc. 

Without legal power to set up coopera
tive corporations in their capacity as 
directors of TVA, the directors, of whom 
Mr. Lilienthal was one, thereupon func
tioned as plain individuals to form the 
Tennessee Valley Associated Coopera
tives, Inc., and became the stockholders
for the United States, without legal au
thorization-and officers of the coopera
tive corporation. What they could not 
do by direct authority of Congress, they 
did indirectly anyway. This, I assert, is 
an example of this lack of scruple I have 
been describing. It is also an example 
of the turn of thought which leads men 
like Lilienthal to turn to Government 
corporations and Government planning 
rather than to methods of private enter
prise. 

But -this is not all that they did with 
this corporation. It is not the only dem
onstration of unscrupulousness. The co
operative corporation they formed was to 
be something of a cross between a hold
ing company and an RFC for the purpose 
of creating a large number of coopera
tive enterprises. It had to have money 
to lend to these smaller cooperatives. 
Where was it to get the money? The 
one place that Mr. Lilienthal would look 
was to the United States Treasury to get 
the money. Not one cent could be ob
tained from private capital. It there-

upon arranged to get this working capi
tal by inducing the Governor of Tennes
see to apply for a $300,000 grant from the 
Federal Emergency Relief Administra
t ion. In fact, Mr. Morgan, one of the 
directors, wrote to the FERA first about 
getting the $300,000. • 

· Mr. McMAHON. Which Morgan was 
that? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Arthur E. Mor
gan, I think. 

The grant was made by the Federal 
Emergency Relief Administration; and 
thereafter the Cooperative Corporation 
went into business and thereafter 
launched nine smaller cooperatives. 

In the course of time the General Ac
counting Office sought to audit the ac
counts of this cooperative corporation. 
In an amazing statement of evasion, the 
Cooperative Corporation denied the right 
of the General Accounting Office to audit 
these accounts. In a letter to the United 
States Comptroller General, the Cooper
ative Corporation took this position: 

Because of the fact that these funds were 
gran ted by the Federal Emergency Relief 
Administration to the State of Tennessee, 
and by the State of Tennessee to the Ten
nessee Valley Associated Cooperatives, Inc., 
and because no money h.as been put into 
the organization directly by the United 
States, we feel that this organization is not 
subject to the usual regulations affecting 
Government departments. 

Later I shall show why they did not 
want the Comptroller General to look 
into their books. 

So all the stock was owned by the 
United States Government, having been 
put into the organization by the Govern
ment. By the way, the $1,000 which was 
used to cover expenses of incorporation 
was obtained from the United States 
Treasury. They did not want to have 
their books audited, even though the 
or,ganization was a Government corpora
tion solely owned by the Government and 
not capable of being formed under the 
law. Mr. President, let me show why 
they did not want an audit made: Here, 
by a roundabout device conceived by Mr. 
Lilienthal and his friends, they first set 
up a cooperative corporation which they 
had no power to form as directors of 
TVA; and second, they obtained $300,000 
capital for it in such a way as to give 
them technical grounds to deny that 
there was any United States money in 
the enterprise. They did deny the in
vestment of Federal money, although the 
application of the Governor of Tennes
see plainly stated "Title to all property 
bought with Federal funds is to be 
* * "' held to the use and benefit of 
the Federal Emergency Relief Admin
istration.'' The purpose of the denial 
was to give them a free hand. 

They finally did allow the General Ac
counting Office to look at the books, and 
that brought to light some further in
teresting examples bordering upon the 
unscrupulous. The $300,000 granted by 
the FERA as relief funds became the 
working capital to finance and sustain a 
group of cooperative associations 
launched by the parent cooperative cor
poration. Executives paid by the Ten
nessee Valley Authority appropriations
those of a Government corporation
served this privately organized coopera-

tive corporation. The administrative 
expenses of the cooperative corporation 
were also paid by the TV A, but were 
capitalized on the books of the TVA as 
"regional development." In other words, 
Mr. President, we have the counsel of the 
TV A telling them that the TVA could 
not do this, that they could not operate 
those services ; but they simply set up 
their own little corporation, and used 
the FERA money which they obtained, 
and then started out to engage in that 
business. · 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a brief inquiry at 
this point, for the purpose of clarifi
cation? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; although I qid 
not wish to yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. What year was 
that? 

Mr. FERGUSON. 1935 and 1936. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. That was dliring 

the time that Dr. A. E. Morgan was 
Chairman of the Tennessee Valley Au
thority; was it not? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct; but 
Mr. Lilienthal was one of the directors. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield for a further question, let 
me ask whether the FERA was a relief 
organization which was the predecessor 
of the WPA. It was, was it not? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; I think that is 
true. 

Mr. HILL. That is correct. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, to di

gress for a moment from what I was 
about to say, let me state that this or
ganization is referred to as being a relief 
organization. All during the war the 
small amount o.f money that was left 
from the $300,000 was being used by the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, and it is still 
being used. I propose to introduce a bill, 
some time later, to close this corporation 
and return these funds to the Treasury 
of the United States. 

Mr. President, in the fiscal year 1935, 
TVA appropriations to the amount of 
$39,780.09 were again diverted to the 
cooperative corporation, but were capi
talized on the books of the TVA as "con
struction work in progress, cooperation 
with TVAC" pending distribution to proj
ect investment accounts. The TVAC is 
what they cailed the new corporation. In 
1936 the TVA again speht funds for these 

· cooperative ventures to the amount of 
$54,866.61. In other words, they did not 
want to use the $300,000, which they had 
received, as money for these small corpo 
rations, but they were getting those 
funds from the TV A and were using them 
to operate the corporation-in other 
words, using Government funds in that 
way. Let me state how they listed it: 
The expenditure was innocently set up 
under the title "Cooperative Research 
and Experiment Division''; they were 
using $36,083.54 for the purpose of fur
thering the program of social and eco
nomic development, and the balance of 
$18,783.07 was used directly for the ad
ministration of TV AC affairs; in other 
words, for the affairs of the Tennessee 
Valley Association Cooperative. 

This, to me, is a typical example of 
what I mean when I say that men liJte 
Mr. Lilienthal follow practices border
ing upon the unscrupulous. It dis-
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tinctly shows how they make decisions 
and shade operations to further their 
plans for government ownership and 
planning. It is an example of what the 
congressional investigating committee 
meant when it said that the Tennessee 
Valley Authority reports "were not al: 
ways candid"-to phrase the matter 
delicately. So tenuous is the use of 
words today that it is always possible 
for persons like Mr. Lilienthal to explain 
away unscrupulous acts and to play up 
with convincing indignation the good 
ends they sour!lt to achieve by saying, 
''Oh, yes; this is for the public ·welfare," 
with utter disregard of what has been 
accomplished by private initiative and 
private enterprise in building our mag
nificent industrial system, which has 
afforded greater opportunities for em
ployment and advancement and· brought 
about a higher standard of living than 
can be found anywhere else in the world. 
We hear Mr. Lilienthal extol the vir
tues of the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
but do we ever hear him extol the vir
tues of the great private industries of 
America? That is the test. The idea 
seems to be that what is done by TvA 
is for the public welfare and therefore 
it should be praised. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to nie? · 
· Mr. FERGUSON. I prefer not to yield 

at this time. I would rather yield ,at 
the end of my remarks, becahse' f know 
we wish to proceed 'with __ the sugar legis-
lation. · . 

Mr. HAWKES. Ve:t:Y well. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, these 

are the questionable practices we cari 
expect if Mr. Lilienthal -becomes Chair
man ·of the Atomic Energy Co:nunlssion. 
Practices like these may not be harm
ful so far as the TV A is concerned; but 
if carried over into the Atomic Energy 
Commission in dealing with other na
tions, such subterfuges may become 
tragic for the interests and· even the 
security of the United States. · 

It is characteristic of Mr. Lilienthal 
and· people who follow .his philosophy to 
read greater powers into laws than _were 
placed there. When they ask for au
thority, they ask it in broad terms; and 
that enables them to read a good deal 
more of their own powers into the law 
than Congress intended. We have l)een 
this happen in the NRA, the WP A, 
FERA, AAA, lend-lease, the selective
service law, OPA, and dozens of other 
statutes over the last 15 years. In
deed, this is one of the most obvious 
characteristics of New Deal legislation, 
including the TV A. 

Those who would govern us in this 
way subscribe to the belief that modern 
life has . become too complex for the 
people to govern themselves. They be
lieve that this is ·. the day of experts, of 
a special managerial class to whom the 
people must grant broad powers. They 
imply, but do not say it in so many words, 
that they know best what is good for the 
people, and that the people are to do 
what they are told to do. Harry Hop. 
kins, I believe it was, said that the peo-
ple w·ere just too dumb, · 
· These experts want inore than broad 

powers. They want us to set up a spe
cial Government authority, such as the 

TVA, for many great economic under
takings, and to entrust these authorities 
to experts. They want Government 
corporations, Government boards, Gov
ernment commissions, and other Gov
ernment agencies to be endowed with 
legislative, administrative, judicial, and 
enforcement powers combined. They 
want no one to interfere with them. 

They want blank-check appropria
tions in huge amounts. They do not 
want to be hedged about in the use of 
money. They want the powers of emi
nent domain, so they may extend Gov
ernment ownership to places where they 
want it extended. They want unre
strained power to plan things as they 
think best. They want to license, to 
control, and to order by directive. It is 
with this self-expressed philosophy of 
Mr. Lilienthal that I disagree. 

Those who believe as Mr. Lilienthal 
does are impatient and dissatisfied with 
rule by the people through freely elected 
legislatures. They put up with Con
gress and with State legislatures only 
because they need them to get broad 
powers. It is a gesture to get popular 
support, just as the Nazi plebiscites were 
gestures of popular support, but other
wise meaningless. 

Mr. Lilienthal prefers to operate in 
government by what' is · smoothly called 
modern management. What this would 
imply rp.ay be. gathered from some of Mr. 
Lilienthal's views on this point. Writing 
in his book, TV A-Democracy on the 
March, Mr. Lilienthal declares: 

The policies of lawmaking in the immedi
ate past have been largely regulatory and 
negative: This shall not be done. The at
mosphere of the legislature has, therefore, 
been heavy with this regulatory spirit, ex
pressed in carefully limited responsibility, 
lack of trust, a:nd forever setting one man to 
watch and checkmate another. 

That is what Mr. ·Lilienthal thinks of 
legislatures. In other words, he does 
not approve of our three departments . of 
Government, which act as a check and 
balance upon each other. Mr. Lilien-· 
thai thinks 'it is a bad thing for law
making bodies to exercise limited powers 
over people. He thinks they are wrong 
when they enact laws in terms-as he 
says-"This shall not be done." He 
misses entirely the implications of this 
method in free government. By defin
ing only what shall not be done, which 
the legislature does to protect the ma
jority from the abuses of a few, the great 
majority of the people are left fr-ee to 
do all other things that are lawful and 
legitimate. This is the very essence of 
free government-a government of lim
ited powers with all others reserved to 
the people. 

Continuing his thinking, Mr. Lilien
thal describes bis preference· for some
thing like a managerial form of govern
ment in these terms: 

The tradition and climate of the skill. of 
management, however, are remote from all 
such negation. Management is afftrmative 
and initiatory: "This is to be done." It Is 
1n the· process of defining, with skUl · and 
sense, what ts· to be done, and ·with it the 
fixing of responsibility for results, with wide 
:freedom :for · -judgment 1n the managers as 
to. how it may best be done, that you have 
the essence of the best form of modern man
agement. 

He was talking about what kind of 
authority we should give to the managers 
of governmental corporations. This pas-· 
sage is a perfect gem of authoritarian 
thinking. Consider for a moment the 
sentence, "Management is ·affirmative 
and initiatory: 'This is to be done.'" 
Applied to government, this is the heart 
of the dictatorial process. It quickly be
comes government by decree, as we have 
seen in Germany, Italy, and Russia. 
Surely Mr. Lilienthal was not advocating 
this, but what he was expressing in gov
ernment leads to this, as is shown 
throughout history~> 

Take another phrase in this remark
able paragraph-"with wide freedom for 
judgment in the managers as to how it 
may best be done." Reflect on that 
phrase for a momerit; it has two danger
ous implications: One is that the people 
are to surrender their own freedom of 
judgment to a small body called mana
gers. The other implication is that 
means can be separated from ends when 
the people direct something to be done. 
Both of these ideas-the people's sur
render of their freedom to managers and 
the separation of means from ends-are 
marks of totalitarian government; they 
have no place in the operation of good 
government in a free society, as in 
America. 

The people left the regulation of the 
price system to the t:nanagers in the OPA, 
and · our economy was ' all but ruined. 
Yet, Mr. Lilienthal would have us turn 
our affairs over to managers, give them 
broad powers; and ~hen be told by them, 
"This is to be done." In other words, he 
does not want the Government to say, 
"This shall not be done"; he wants the 
managers, men outside the ·legislative 
body, to say; "This shall be done.'' He is 
naive enough· to believe that the people 
can reserve to themselves the right to 
"fix responsibility.'' The answer to that 
is written in the blood of people who have 
done so in recent history only to become 
the victims of persecutions, purges, and 
banishment to concentration camps 
when they complained against the man
agers who were trusted with power. 
When people surrender their freedom by 
broad grants of power to managers, pres
idents, fuehrers, or whatever we want 
to call them, they soon find themselves 
helpless to "fix responsibility." The 
graRt of power soon makes protest im
possible. 

Mr. Lilienthal is enamored of govern
ment by experts. In the same book
TV A-Democracy on the March-Mr. 
Lilienthal says: 

The experts, using the term in its broad, 
modern sense, have a central role to play not 
only in the development of harmony between 
private interests and public interest, but in 
every facet of' modern living. The -people and 
the experts: The relation between them is of 
the greatest importa.nce in the development 
of the new democracy. For people are now 
helpless without the experts~the techni
cians _and managers (p .. l08). 

This will require some drastic changes in 
the prevailing relations between experts and 
the people, both in industry and in govern
ment (p. 108). 

What drastic changes? They are im
plicit in all of Mr. Lilienthal's writings. 
Give broad powers to the managers. 
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Leave them free to do what they think 
is best for us. Let the managers say: 
"This is to be done." Let them plan, 
control, and direct. Reserve to the peo
ple only the privilege to fix responsi
bility-that is, after the deed is done. 
That is the essence of his thinking. · 
. It is also the perfect framework, not 

of democracy, but of the authoritarian 
state, the totalitarian state. It begins 
with good managers partially checked by 
the people. It progresses step by step to 
the point where the people are progres
sively the wards of the managers. Cor
respondingly the powers of the managers 
are enlarged, deepened, and strength
ened by the institutions and bureaucracy 
they set up. In time it becomes benevo
lent despotism, and finally tyranny. 

The most mystifying· thing about this 
process is that it is called democracy. 
Russia at this very moment proclaims 
her methods to be democratic. Yet from 
every test we apply we know Russia is the 
opposite of a democ~acy. _ Her people 
have given all power to the commissars, 
who say "This is to be done"; they have 
given power to the experts who set up the 
5-year plans; and now the Russian peo
ple are not free to "fix responsibility"; 
they cannot speak freely; they cannot 
write freely; they cannot even move free
ly about their own country; and if they 
are dissatisfied with all of this they can
not change their managers. Yet that is 
called democracy; and that is what 
comes when the people surrender the 
freedom to de_cide their own destiny. Mr. 
Lilienthal would shrink from such a sys
tem. He would be one of the first victims 
of it. Yet his whole ·approach to modern 
government will take us down the same 
tragic road. 

In a TVA, an RFC, an OPA, and in 
other agencies of Government small 
enough to be. subject to the greater pow
er of Congress, the people have a check 
upon totalitarian trends. We can repair 
the harm if the pendulum swings too far 
in encroachment upon the people's liber
ties. Still in possession of reserved pow
ers and exercising them democratically; 
the people can afford the luxury of some 
of these would-be czars who undertake 
to manage our lives for us. But extend 
the system step by step, turn more and 
more powers over to these experts and 
their ~anagers, and the time will not be 
far distant when freedom will be wholly 
lost. We shall be told "This is to be 
done," and we shall be powerless to think 
or do otherwise. 

Development of the atom bomb should 
not be in the control of people who are 
so naive as to think they can manage 
our affairs without also leading us down 
the road to tyranny. Why did we take 
this power out of the hands of the mili
tary and place it in civilian hands? We 
did it because many people were fearful 
of the military frame of mind. Well, I 
am fearful of the authoritarian frame of 
mind-of the people who would push 
Government ownership, planning, man
agement, and control over our lives. I 
am convinced that no matter how good 
his intentions may be, Mr. Lilienthal 
falls within that group. 

Having a crusading attitude, these ex
perts drive toward goals of their own 

making even if they have to resort to 
twisted statistics, to subterfuge to get 
around the law, and to propagand~ 
tactics. They make alliances with in
dividuals and groups operating among 
the people in order to contrive a measure 
of support. 

Always the grand design is for ex
panded Government ownership, plan
ning, spending, and controls. Always 
the direction is toward greater centrali
zation in the hands of the expert few. 
Inevitably the result is progressive loss 
of the people's freedom and of free in
stitutions. Behind the veneer of pater
nalism which marks this development 
lies the shadow of benevolent despotism 
so common in the history of the past. 
And benevolent despotism invarfably 
passes into tyranny. We do not want 
this to happen here. When I look at this 
entire situation and consider my respon
sibilities to the people of Michigan and 
of the United States I cannot vote to 
confirm Mr. Lilienthal's nomination. 

EXTENSION OF SUGAR CONTROLS 

The Senate resumed the 'consideration 
of the resolution (S. J. Res. 58) to. extend 
the powers and authorities under certain 
statutes with respect to. the distribution 
and pricing of sugar, and for other 
purpo~es. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, at long 
last the joint resolution relating to sugar 
is before the Senate. Probably no piece 
of legislation will affect more people in
dividually and in groups than that which 
we are considering today. The history 
of the proposed legislation is that some 
weeks or months ago a measure was in
troduced and referred to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, and considered 
by a subcommittee of that .committee, of 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] was chairman. 
The subcommittee held extensive hear
ings, and after their delibel_'ations were 
concluded they reported a measure to the 
full committee. The full committee then 
met, considered the subject, and by a 
vote of 10 to 3, reported Senate Joint 
Resolution 58 which is now before the 
Senate. 

For some time we have been trying to 
have this measure considered and acted 
upon by the Senate, but in vain. Now, if 
ever it can be said truly .that time is of 
the essence, it can be said of this pro
posed legislation because of the fact that 
sugar controls expire next Monday, and 
sugar legislation passed by the Senate to
day must of necessity go to conference 
so that the differences between it and 
similar legislation passed last week by 
the House by a large majority may be re
conciled. Time is rapidly passing, and 
so far as it is in my power I shall confine 
myself to as few remarks as possible, and 
I hope that will be the policy followed in 
connection with the consideration of the 
measure this afternoon. 

Mr. President, the motivating factor 
which prompted me, at least, and I be
lieve most, if not all of my fellow Mem
bers on the Senate Banking and Currency 
Committee to vote to report Senate Joint 
Resolution 58 favorably to the Senate, 
was the promise that under this measure 
the housewife and the members of her 

family. would get a minimum of 35 pounds 
of sug.ar per capita for the coming year. 
That represents a general increase of 
about 10 pounds per capita over last 
year's rations. 

I may interpolate that last year house
holders received a total of 25 pounds of 
sugar, 10 pounds being earmarked for 
canning. This year, the calendar year 
1947, they will receive 35 pounds with no 
earmarking at all, which is an increase 
of 40 percent over the amount given them 
last year. 

There are no definite statistics which 
indicate the exact amount used in home 
consumption before the war, but the De
partment of Agriculture has informed our 
committee that the best information 
available tends to indicate that 50 pounds 
per capita constituted the normal pre
war home consumption figure. 

Now, there is a possibility that the 
United States may receive, this year, an 
additional amount of sugar over that pre
viously . estimated. For instance, Mr. · 
James H. Marshall, Chief of the Sugar 
Secti:on, Department of Agriculture, in a 
telephonic conversation with sugar ex
perts in Cuba on March 15, 1947, was in
formed that if the present weather con
ditions continue to be favorable in that 
country, there may be an increase of 
300,000 short tons of s'ugar in the Cuban 
crop over the estimate upon which allo
cations from that source were made to 
the various countries by the International 
Emergency Food Council. That does not 
mean that the United States will receive 
those 300,000 short tons. The Interna
tional Emergency Food Council, of which 
this country is a member, will allocate 
any increase to all countries to fill in that 
amount previously allocated to the var
ious countries which ·was to come from 
undesignated sources. For instance, the 
United States was to receive 6,800,000 
short tons of sugar, 200,000 short tons 
of which were to come from undesignated 
sources. The United States will receive 
their aliquot share to fill in-that undes
ignated sources allocation. However, the 
fact remains that this country may re
ceive from an increase in the Cuban 
yield or an increase in other sources, a 
larger amount of sugar than was pre
viously estimated-for the coming year. 

Bearing these facts in mind, I desire 
to offer an amendment designed to 
achieve two desired results. First, I wish 
to convert the present promise of a 10-
pound per capita increase into an assur
ance, written into the law, that the 
housewife and the members of her house
hold shall not receive less than the prom-:
ised 10-pound increase per capita. Sec
ondly, in case there is an over-all increase 
there will be strong pressure, on the 
part of commercial sugar users, to obtain 
the benefit of that increase. To protect 
the Department of Agriculture against 
such pressure, this amendment would 
write into the law a requirement that 
any increase in the national' sugar sup
ply shall be allocated for home consump
tion until the prewar level of 50 pounds 
per capita is reached. 

So, Mr. President, I now submit the 
amendment which I have outlined in my 
remarks as an amendment to the com~ 
mittee amendment. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

amendment submitted by the Senator 
from New Hampshire to the committee 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee 
amendment on page 2; line 20, before the 
~eriod, it is proposed to insert a colon 
and the following: "And provided fur
ther, That refined sugar shall be allo· 
cated for home consumption at a rate 
of not less than 35 pounds per capita per 
calendar year, and any increase in the 
amount of sugar available for alloca
tion in the calendar year 1947 over the 
amount recommended by the Interna~ 
tiona! Emergency Food Council for al
location to the United States for 1947 
shall be allocated for home consumption · 
until the allocation for such use equals 
50 pounds of refined sugar per capita.'' 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment by the Senator from New Hamp
shire to the committee amendment. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I also sub
mit, as an amendment to the pending 
bill, an amendment covering and safe
guarding the civil-service status of veter
ans of all wars as this transfer is made 
from the OTC, formerly the OPA, to the 
Department of Agriculture under Clinton 
P. Anderson, the Secretary. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from New Hampshire will be received, 
printed, and lie on the table. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, _ at this 
point I should like to have printed in 
the RECORD several telegrams bearing on 
the need for speed and the urgency of 
continuing the s'-lgar controls. 

There being no objection, the tele
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CHICAGO, ILL., March 26, 1947. 
Senator C'HARLES W. ToBEY, 

Chairman, Senate Banking and 
Currency Committee, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We urge you to do all in your power to 
see that pending legislation continuing 
sugar rationing is passed by Senate immedi
ately. Untold hardship to some 24,000 small
neighborhood retail bakers will result other
wise, likewise householders and many other 
small industrial users Of sugar will be af
fected. Your help will ~e appreciated. 

FRANK G. JUNGEWAELTER, . 
Secretary, Associated Retail 

Bakers of America. 

WASHINGTON, D. C., March 26, 1947. 
Hon. CHARLES W. TOBEY: 

We are gravely concerned over the delays 
in getting Senate action on Senate Joint 
Resolution 58, since March 31, 1947, is the 
dead line for the President to sign the law, 
making possible the orderly decontrol of 
sugar by March 31, 1948. It is the considered 
opinion of persons best qualified to forecast 
sugar trends that if the Senate fails to take 
favorable action immediately-, April 1, 1947, 
will usher in the most disastrous period for 
growers, refiners, distributors, industrial 
users, and the many tens of thousands Of 
small business dependent on sugar for their 
products. Under sudden decontrol now, the 
greatest scarcity and maldistribution would 
most likely occur in the distribution chan
nels serving small business and the house
wife. The resulting business failure, unem
plos-ment, and the loss of large outlets for 
many agricult ural product s can be avoided 

by prompt Senate action. We respectfully 
solicit your assistance. 

American Bakers Association, Ameri
can Bottlers and Carbonated Bev
erages, ' The American Bulk Con
densed Milk ,Association, Associ
ated Grocery Manufacturers of 
America, Associated Retail Bakers 
of America, Cocoa and Chocolate 
Manufacturers Association; Dairy 
Industry Committee, Internation
al Association of Ice Cream Man
ufacturers, National Association of 
Food Chains, National Association 
of Frozen Food Packers, National 
Association of Retail Ice Cream 
Manufacturers, National Candy 
Wholesalers Association, Inc., Na
tional Confectioners Association 
of the United States, National Pre
servers Association. 

CHICAGO ILL., March 25, 1947. 
Senator CHARLES W. ToJJEY, · 

Chairman, Senate Banking and 
Currency Committee, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

. Control of sugar will end on March 31 with 
the ending of the Second War Powers Act. 
Joseph M. Creed testified before your com
mittee for bakers, and many others testified 
for other industrial users and urged the con
tinuation of sugar rationing in the interest 
of all consumers. We urge you to do all in 
your power to see that pending legislation 
continuing sugar rationing is passed by both 
Houses immediately. Untold dislocations 
and hardships will result otherwise. Your 
help on this extremely important matter will 
be greatly appreciated. Many thanks. 

C. P. BINNER, 
President, American Bakers Association. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I shall 
not speak further on this subject except 
to · say that the distinguished Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], who has 
very conscientiously and faithfully con
ducted the deliberations in the commit
tee, will now, at the request of the com
mittee, discuss the sugar situation as he 
sees it, presenting his views after con
ferences in the committee room. 

Mr. FLANDERS obtained the floor. 
Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. TOBEY. I ask if the Senator 

from Vermont will yield so I may sug
gest the absence of a quorum. The sub
ject before us is an important one. Only 
a bare handful of Senators are present. 
It is not the way to legislate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Vermont yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield for that pur
pose. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Ball 

.Barkley 
Brewster 
Bridges 
Bl"ooks 
Buck 
Bushfield 
Butler 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 

Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 

- Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 
Gurney 
Hatch 

Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Ives 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kern 
Know land 
'Langer 
Lodge 
Lucas 
McCarran 

Mccarthy 
McClellan 
McFarlimd 
McGrath 
McKellar 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Martin 
May bank 
Millikin 
Moore 
Murray 
Myers 

O'Conor 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Pepper 
Reed 
Revercomb 
Robertson, Va. 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stewart 
Taft 

Taylor 
'l'homas, Okla. 
Thomas. Utah 
Thye · 
Tob!y 
Umsteaa 
Vandenberg 
Watkins 
Wherry 
White ' 
Wiley 
W111iams 
Wilson 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
YoUNG in the chair). Eighty-seven Sen
ators have answered to their names. A 
quorum is present. ~ 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield . . 
Mr. TOBEY. I should like to ask 

where the 87 Senators are. I suggest 
sending to the ·Bureau of Missing Per
sons. 

Mr..WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a moment on that very 
point? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sen· 
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to have 
the RECORD show that four committees, 
namely, the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, the Committee on Finance, 
and a subcommittee on housing and 
rents, have obtained unanimous consent 
to hold meetings this afternoon-and 
some of them through the entire week
during sessions of the Senate. It is be
coming obvious that if we continue that 
practice there will not be a quorum in the 
Senate to transact business. I think it 
is sufficiently important at least for those 
who are responsible for conducting the 
Senate sessions to begin to object to such 
unanimous-consent requests. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sen
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. STEWART. I think the Senator 
from Nebraska is entirely correct. At 
the beginning of this session of Congress, 
I thought the Senate· would undertake to 
observe at least the intent of the Reor
ganization Act. It is not only embarrass
ing at times, but it is difficult for Mem
bers of the Senate to carry on commit
tee work and keep up with what is go
ing on in the Senate Chamber. I think 
the Senate should put a stop to this 
practice early in the session. Either the 
Senate should res,ume the program of 
meeting every other day, holding three 
meetings a week, permitting committees 
to work likewise on an every-other-day 
basis, or we should put a stop to this 
practice before it goes too far. 

I agree with the Senator from Ne
braska. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like also to 
include in my previous statement that 
the Subcommittee on Indian Affairs of 
the Committee OOJ. Public Lands is holding 
a hearing this afternoon. They have 
unanimous consent to meet this after
noon. Yet we have this important meas
ure before us, which must be passed, as 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency has 
told llS- I shall certainly bring this ques 
tion up at our next policy meeting. We 
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must discontinue granting such unani
mous-consent requests if we are to have 
a session of the Senate every day in the 
week. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sen
ator 1rom New Hampshire. 

Mr. TOBEY. Amplifying the remarks 
of the distinguished Senator from Ne
braska, the pending legislation is of in
terest to every person in the United 
States. A large part of our national 
economy is involved in the proposed leg
islation. Very few Senators are in the 
Chamber, and yet the Senate as a whole 
must vote on the joint resolution. There 
is hardly a Senator who has read the 
hearings. Most of them rely upon what 
is said on the floor to guide them in their 
determination. How CaJl they vote in
telligently if they are not present to hear 
the evidence given by proponents and 
opponents of the legislation? It is pos
sible to have a good cause lost or a bad 
cause thrust upon us because of inade
quate information, due to the nonpres
ence of Members on the floor. I recog
nize the conflict because of special meet
ings of committees. But I agree with 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] that the question of -policy 
should be determined. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. I should like to 

have the RECORD further show that this 
is additional proof that the Reorganiza
tion Act, for which I voted, and for which 
I am sorry, is unworkable. 

Mr. FLANDERS: Mr. President, the 
joint resolution which is now before the 
Senate contains a number of provisions, 

· but the overriding one is the authoriza
tion to extend sugar rationing and price 
control under the administration of the 
Secretary of Agriculture until March 31, 
1948. The decision to report such a 
measure is the result of the collection of 
much data, long consideration, and 
thorough discussion. While the com
mittee had a sizeable majority in favor 
of reporting the joint resolution to the 
Senate, opinion on this matter was by 
no means unanimous. The reasons for 
this are not far to seek. The subject is 
very complicated, and furthermore, some 
elements of judgment must enter into 
the final decision. It is comparatively 
easy to collect statistics on the produc
tion, distribution, co,st, and pricing of 
sugar which all will agree, in general, to 
be reliable. It is likewise possible, with 
little disagreement, to review the facts 
of the results of sugar rationing and 
price control to date, and even to agree 
on some of the lessons to be drawn there
from. But when an endeavor is made to 
extend past and present information into 
the future, and particularly when it is 
necessary to protect what the interests 
and desires of many millions of sugar 
users will be and how they will affect a 
given situation under controlled mar
kets or free markets, we must forego the 
sure guide of mathematical logic and 
base our final conclusions on judgment. 
It is essential to gat the most experienced 
and disinterested judgment possible in 
auch a case. 

As a basis for forming our own judg
ment, the committee held a series of three 
hearings. In the first of these we listened 
to Government officials . . These included 
Mr. Francis A. Linville, of the State De
partment, whose responsibilities are con
cerned with the world-wide allocation of 
sugar under the International Emer
gency Food Council. There also ap
peared Mr. James H. Marshall, Director 
of the Sugar Branch of the Department 
of Agriculture, and Mr. George A. Dice, 
head of sugar rationing in the Office of 
Price Administration. 

A second session was held to hear pro
ponents of continued sugar rationing and 
price control. These included represent
atives of all branches of the industry, in
cluding producers, refiners, distributors, 
and industrial users in every important 
line of production. The third and last 
hearing was open to opponents of the 
program set forth in the joint resolution. 
These included a group of industrialists 
who were not in sympathy with the 
major group which attended the second 
hearing. 

As a result of the hearings and subse
quent discussion, the pending joint reso
lution has been prepared. As already 
stated, it was not reported unanimously, 
but by a substantial majority. For rea
sons already explained, this was not an 
unexpected result, since the subject of 
this proposed legislation is one on which 
reasonable men may not come to perfect 
agreement. It is important that the 
facts and . reasoning back of the joint 
resolution be presented in some .detail 
so that each Member of the Senate may 
have a basis on which to form his own 
judgment. · 

The purpose of the joint resolution 
itself is stated in the preamble: 
Joint resolution to extend the powers and 

authorities under certain statutes with re
spect to the distribution and pricing of 
sugar, and for other purposes 
Whereas the war has resulted in an acute 

shortage of sugar to an extent which is im
pairing the reconversion of the national 
economy from war to peace; and 

Whereas it ·is in the interest of national 
defense and security to effectuate an orderly 
distribution of sugar at reasonable prices 
in order to prevent profiteering, hoarding, 
market manipulation, and speculation in 
sugar and waste or spoilage of perishable 
agricultural commodities and to prevent or 
elimjnate other disruptive practices arising 
out of the scarcity of sugar: Therefore be it 

Resolved--

And so forth. Section 1 extends price 
control under the Price Control Act and 
the Stabilization Act of 1942, export con
trol under the so-called Export Control 
Act, and allocation and rationing under 
title III of the Second War Powers Act, 
beyond their present termination dates 
of June 30, 1941, for price and · export 
controls, and March 31, 1947, for allo
cation and rationing. Title XIV of the 
Second War Powers Act, relating to the 
utilization of certain vital war informa
tion, is extended until March 31, 1·948. 
Section 1 of the joint resolution also au
thorizes the allocation of sugar without 
regard to the . provisions of title II of 
the War Mobilization and Reconversion 
Act of 1944. In substance this permits 
the Secretary of Agriculture to use dis-

cretion in the allocation of available 
supplies. 

Section 1 of the joint resolution, as re
ceived from the Senate, has been amend
ed by the committee to provide that 
the authority contained therein shall 
not be deemed to permit the Secretary 
to exercise price, allocation, or ration
ing control of any product which was not 
controlled on February 18, 1947, except 
that allocation control of products im
ported into the continental United States 
could be exercised even though not con
trolled on that date. 

Section 2 of Senate Joint Resolution 
58, as amended, relates to decontrol of . 
sugar and provides that the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall remove such controls 
when he determines that the supplies of 
sugar are sufficient to warrant such ac
tion. This decontrol provision super
sedes the present decontrol provisions 
of the Price Control Act, including those 
relating to action by the Price Decontrol 
Board. 

Section 3 vests in the Secretary of 
Agriculture sole responsibility for the ad
ministration of sugar controls carried out 
pursuant to the statutes extended by 
section 1. Section 3 also continues in 
full force and effect all orders, direc
tives, rules, and regulations relating to 
the functions so transferred, until modi
fled or revoked by the Secretary of Agri
culture. Unexpended balances of ap
propriations and property available to 
the respective agencies in the exercise 
of the functions transferred are trans
ferred to the Secretary of ·Agriculture. 
The last provision has been enlarged by 
the committee to include an amount to 
liquidate obligations against such ap
propriations incurred prior to transfer, 
and to authorize the transfer, on a tem
porary basis, of such personnel as may 
be needed in the exercise of the func
tions transferred. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield at this point? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have received 

a letter from the American Legion office 
in Washington concerning the word 
"temporarily,'' on page 4, in line 18. 
They. take the position that if that word 
is left in the joint resolution it will ad
versely affect veterans. I understand 
from the chairman of the committee that 
that word has now been deleted. The 
Senator from Vermont read it just now. 
Do I correctly understand that that word 
has been or will be removed? 

Mr. FLANDERS. By an amendment 
which the Senator-from New Hampshire 
will present, that word will be clarified 
in a way, I am sure, to preserve all the 
rights that veterans would have had if 
they had remained under OP A. 

Mr. TOBEY. That amendment, Mr. 
President, has already been presented. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Yes. It makes 
clear that no employees so transferred 
would have any retention rights in the 
Department of Agriculture when the 
functions transferred have terminated. 
Section 3 also continues all provisions 
of existing orders, directives, rules, and 
regulations pertaining to sugar, for the 
purpose of sustaining any proper suit, 
action, or other proceeding with respect 
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to violations, liabilities incw·red, or ap
peals taken thereunder. 

Section 4 provides that the provisions 
of the joint resolution shall become 
effective immediately upon its enact
ment. 

Under the provisions of Senate Joint 
Resolution 58, as amended, the Secre
tary of Agriculture is given discretionary 
power to terminate price control and 
rationing of sugar at any time prior to 
March 31, 1948, if conditions warrant 
such termination. The committee is 
confident that Secretary Anderson will 
use this discretionary authority if it is 
possible to do so, and at the earliest 
possible date. 

What are the purposes of the joint res
olution thus briefly described? The ob
vious purpose of price control is to keep 
prices from going abnormally high. The 
obvious purpose of rationing is to insure 
an equitable distribution of the product. 
Is there danger that prices will become 
unreasonably high and that distlibution 
will be seriously inequitable for any 
length of time if rationing is removed? 
These are the questions which have to be 
answered. 

Of the sugar produced by us or allo
cated to us from foreign production, 
there are two principal classes of users
industrial users and household users. 
The categories of industrial users include . 
bakers, soft-drink bottlers, ice-cream 
manufacturers, confectioners, and pro
ducers of jams, jellies, preserves, and 
other canned fruits. In general this 
group is satisfied with preset1.t rationing 
and price-control regulations, and would 
like to see them continued. This is not 
strange. At current costs of sugar and at 
the current price which sugar shortage 
has made J:OSSible, the possibilities of 
profit in these food and drink and con
fectionery industries are not only excel
lent but are stabilized. Most of the un
certainties are removed and the business
man engaged in the use of sugar can pur
sue the even tenor of his way without 
having to lie awake nights wondering 
whether to play his inventory close or to 
lay in· a large stock in fear of anticipated 
rises or short supply. 

In addition, there is a certain protec
tion of his position, so far as new com
petition is concerned, although this pro
tection is by no means 100-percent ejfec
tive, since some provisions are made for 
new industrial users, particularly if they 
are veterans; and, in addition, new res
taurants, hotels, and so forth, as well as 
some other categories of new enterprise, 
are allowed access to the supply of sugar. 

All this adds up to saying that under 
present rationing and present prices, in
dustries are safe, have a certain measure 
of protection from competition, and, for 
the most part, would prefer that safety 
to the scramble and uncertainty that 
would follow the end of a controlled 
market. 

The housewife is in many respects in a 
different position. If her family is com
posed of adults, she bas been on short 
rations throughout the war. If she has 
small children in the family, the present 
allowance has permitted more generous 
portions for the other people. If she 
lived in the city, the allowance may have 

been sufficient most of the time. Had she 
lived in the country she would have had 
to, and did, cut down on the canning and 
preserving which play such a large part 
in country families, and even in many 
village, town, and city families. In con
sequence of this decrease in her supply 
of preserving sugar she has been in the 
market for commercial preserves and 
canned fruits. for which she has had to 
pay, in terms of the sugar furnished, 
many times what would have been the 
case could she have done her own pre
serving. 

The price at which she might have to 
buy her sugar, were controls removed, 
would be of importance to her; but its 
total effect on the family budget would 
still be comparatively small, since it is 
such a small item in the home. Her real 
concern under any reasonable price pos
sibilities is to get what sugar she needs, 
when she needs it. This must furnish 
the basis of our judgment as to whether 
and how, controls shall be continued on 
sugar. Will the end of controls now so 
disrupt the ,dist ribution of this com
modit y that the housewife will have more 
trouble than now in getting as much as 
she wants, when she wants it? On the 
other ha nd, will continuation of con
trols, to the extent Pi'Oposed, meet her 
desires more successfully in this respect? 

Anothet· question may well be raised 
at this point. With aU of us convinced 
that controls are undemocratic and in 
the long run destntctive of the' interests 
and rights of the people as a whole, can 
we be assured that their continuance at 
this time will lead us in the future to a 
pe..."iod when they may be more safely re
linquished than now? 

The sum of all this is that the key to 
our legislation on the pricing and ration
ing of sugar is the best interest of the 
American housewife. No other consid
eration compares with this in impor
tance. Will continuance or immediate 
repeal .be in her interests? 

Everyone expects a period of dis
organization in prices and supply im
mediately at the end of controls, even 
under the best conditions. A free market 
price and even distribution. cannot come 
automatically into action immediately 
or even in a few days' or a few weeks' 
time after the end of control. It is easier 
to get hold of a bull's tail than to let go 
of it. It is easier to establish controls 
than it is to relinquish them. A lot of 
dust will be raised and some fast foot
work will be necessary when it comes to 
letting go, and there may be some casual-
ties. . 

The primary consideration is that 
there shall be enough sugar in primary 
stocks, in transportation, and on retail
ers~ shelves throughout most of the Na
tion · so that the housekeeper shall be 
able to purchase freely at a reasonable 
price. If controls are taken off when 
stocks are short or unevenly distributed 
the country over, and if the purchasers 
find that they cannot purchase as much 
as they desire, we are going inevitably to 
have a run on sugar which will both drive 
hundreds of thousands or even millions 
of tons out of circulation and at the 
same time increase its price far beyond 
that which would be reasonable under 
normal supply and demand conditions~ 

We have to admit that at least twice 
in our recent history the American 
family has exhibited a tendency to hoard 
sugar if the head of the household sus
pected that the supply was short. This 
was true in 1920. A run of purchasing 
and hoarding was initiated in 1939 and 
if supplies are not on hand in 1947 or 
1948 or whenever controls are taken olf, 
the same process will be repeated. 

The conditions in some respects will be 
worse than they were in 1920.- Available 
world supplies are less. The Philippines 
are not yet in full production. The sugar 
stocks of Java. now doubtless much de
pleted, are still surrounded by a block
ade until political arrangements have 
been completed between the Dutch and 
Indonesian governments. There was far 
more dest ruction of the beet sugar pro
duction in Europe and consequently there 
will be a slower recovery. All of this is 
an added danger as compared with the 
situation in 1920. 

It is not necessary to examine in detail 
the controversies about the various pro
duction and stocks figures to see the 
dangers of decontrolling rugar now or 
providing definitely for such termination 
on October 31. Most of the controversy 
about the production and &ocks figures 
boils down to disputes about 300,000 or 
400,000 tons of sugar at the outside. If 
international obligations are recognizecl, 
and if it is recognized that the 1947 -ct·op 
beet sugar cannot be consum€d before it 
is produced, the ·pictm·e is clear. The 
Department of Agriculture has assured us 
that all the 1947 -crop beet sugar which 
can~ moved into consumption in 1947 
will be so moved; however, the fad that 
beet sugar is not produced until the last 
quarter .limits the quantity which e::m 
be moved into consumption before the 
end of the year, and therefore, there is 
neces;arily a large inc1·€8.Se in year-end 
stocks in a year when we are fortunate 
enough to have a large beet crop. It 
is also pointed out that the mo~t opti
mistic estimates of the Cuban crop will 
not provide enough additional sugar to 
fill by itself the quantities already allo
cated f1·om undesignated sources. 

The gap between the 6,800,000 tons 
now indicated as available for the United 
States in 1947 and the estimated require
ments under a free market is about 1,000,-
000 to 1,530,000 tons. Therefore, it is 
eVident that even if we should be able 
to get a few hundred thous?..nd tons of 
sugar in addition to the 6 "J.(),OOO tons, 
such additional quantities W;JU!d not be 
sufiicient to nanoow the gap between sup
plies and requirements to a point which 
would prevent burdensome p1·ice in
creases. undue price fluctuations, and 
disorderly and inequitable distribution. 

The compelling idea behind this bill 
is that there is not now enough stock, 
enough sugar in the warehouses, in trans
portation, or in the refineries to pTevent 
a serious price rise; and, more seriously, a 
wild scramble for the available supply. 

It is true that we are having bumper 
crops of sugar in Cuba. It is possible 
that the size of the crop previously esti
mated at 5,500,000 tons may be several 
hundred thousands of tons more than 
that amount when it is finally harvested 
and processed. The first priority on any 
increase in Cuban sugar production must 
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be to fill this 700,000-ton deficiency. 
Furthermore sugar is moving to our At
lantic and Gulf seaboard more slowly 
than normal due to transportation diffi
culties. At the best it will not begin to 
come through the refineries ready for 
distribution in any large volume before 
May and June if past history is any 
guide. We would therefore have at least 
two months of shortage and widespread 
hoarding before the new supply could 
make its effect and even then the new 
sugar would not come into a normal 
market but into one which had been de
pleted; and it would be doing so at the 
very time when the peak demand occurs 
due to the commercial and household 
preservation of fruit. 

This would tend , to spread the over
buying and hoarding of the well-to-do 
and fortunate buyers on the eastern bor
der of the country, while the West, al
ready using up its beet-sugar supply in 
the normal course of events, would all 
the more frantically join in the hoarding 
process. This would result in the added 
complication of shipping some of the 
Cuban sugar to the beet-sugar regions 
which normally depend upon their own 
supply, in this case hoarded because of a 
run on the market. 

The expectation that this would occu·r 
during the summer, when the canning 
demand is at its highest, disrupts the 
situation so far as the American house
wife is concerned, and she is our princi
pal concern. It is she whom this meas
ure is intended to protect. There is in 
the minds of the sponsors of the bill no 
doubt whatever that we would be doing 
her a disservice in removing controls at 
this time. 

But when is a good time? To come to 
a proper judgment on this matter we 
can do no better than to suggest a close 
analogy between a run on sugar supplies 
and a run on the cash of a bank whose 
supply of cash is dubious. 

In times past, when the American 
housewife has suspected a short supply 
of sugar she has bought more than she 
needed. This is no different than the 
natural impulse of the bank depositor 
to withdraw his cash if he suspects the 
bank has a short supply. The bank may 
well be solvent so far as normal opera
tions are concerned, but can be made in
solvent by a run of withdrawals. 

That fear which leads depositors to 
begin withdrawals from a bank has been 
mitigated by the provisions of deposit 
insurance. An ample supply to meet an 
emergency has been made available 
through the Federal Reserve System. 
There is no sugar insurance, and there 
is no sugar-reserve system to draw on. 
In other words, there is no substitute for 
a well-distributed stock of the commodity 
when controls are taken off. 

When can we have this well-distrib
uted stock in the commodity of sugar 
which will warrant the removal of 
controls? 

Most fortunately we can foresee the 
time. The unusual Cuban sugar crop 
expected this year will permit a more 
liberal distribution of sugar to consumers 
and at the same time leave some over 
to help fill the pipe lines and the shelves. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Vermpnt · yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sena
tor from Nebraska. 

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator from Ver
mont just made the statement that there 
would be no controls over the movement 
of sugar in case present controls were 
removed. I should like to ask him this 
question: Suppose all controls were off 
as of any certain date, and those who had 
sugar for sale were not satisfied with the 
price that was available. There would 
be a tendency to hold back, would there 
not, just as in the case of any other com
modity? 

Mr. FLANDERS. There would be. 
Mr. BUTLER. If the price were suffi

ciently interesting and profitable there 
would be ··a tendency to move the supply 
into the market. It is exactly the same 
control we have had over the movement 
of all commodities during all history, and 
it is, I think, the onlY control which the 
people of the United States want for a 
permanent diet. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I agree with the 
Senator from Nebraska in saying that the 
control of supply is normally and prop
erly through price. The question arises 
whether the price will be excessive, 
whether it will lead to a boom and bust 
as in 1920. Furthermore, I call attention 
to the fact that if sufficient supplie·s are 
not in sight it will begin to affect the dis
tribution 'Jefore controls are released, be
cause, 1 month, 2 months, 3 months
heaven only knows how long-before 
an announced date for taking off con
trols, ·there will be inevitably a tend
ency on the part of those who possess 
sugar at' any stage of production and dis
tribution to hold it with the e.xpectation 
of the higher price coming immediately 
after the relinquishment of control. So 
I still conclude, while agreeing with the 
Senator from Nebraska, tha~ the evi
dence, physical evidence, statistical evi
dence, of a strong supplr of the 
commodity is in the long run the only 
safeguard against its getting out of hand. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sen
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. BUTLER. I agree thoroughly 
with the statement made by the Senator 
from Vermont. I do not know at what 
date he is ultimately going to arrive, in 
his recommendation, but in that con
nection I personally state that I favor 
the date October 31, for the exact reason 
that the Senator from Vermont has just 
given: namely, the prospect of a good 
supply October 31 is ,just ahead of or at 
the beginning of the movement of the 
beet-sugar crop, and October 31 is only 
slightly ahead of the date the cane off
shore crop begins to move. So we are re
moving controls at the time when there 
is the largest prospective movement or 
available supply of the commodity under 
consideration. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Senior 
Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to ask my 
distinguished colleague if he does not 
think, inasmuch as there is going to be a 
tendency to withhold the commodity 
from the market in anticipation of the 
removal of price controls, that if we set 

October 31 as the date for removing the 
controls, the sugar would be withheld 
from the market at least 6 weeks prior to 
that date, or at the height of the canning 
season? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I am glad to agree 
completely with the suggestion of the 
senior Senator from my State. I think 
the fall canning certainly, and very likely 
the summer canning, would be apt to be 
·very seriously affected. 

Mr. AIKEN. About the only worse 
time for removal of .controls would be 
during September, or possibly October 1. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sena
tor from West Virginia. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I thank the Sena
tor. The question asked by the senior 
Senator from Vermont has led very much 
to what I had in mind, namely the effect 
of the time of releasing controls. Of 
course, if October 31 is the date used for 
release, the canning season would have 
passed by that time. It might not have 
passed for the apple or ·the fruit season, 
but it would have passed for a part of the 
berry season throughout the country. 

Mr. AIKEN. What I had in mind was 
60 days or so prior to October 31. The 
months of August and September are 
the two important canning months. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I think it has 
been stated by the able Senator that the 
principal interest is in getting supplies 
for the domestic user-that is, the house
wife-and I join in that. That is the 
principal concern I believe to most of us, 
to see that there is f.vailable an abun
dance of sugar for domestic use. 

There are two questions I have in mind 
which I want to address to the Senator. 
The first is, What in his opinion,. would 
.be the amount of rise in the price of 
sugar· per pound if it were released from 
control at the present time? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I would like to in
quire of the Senator from West Virginia 
how much the stock market will be up 
or down at any given time? The ques
tion is of 'the same sort. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. It is as uncertain 
as that? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I think so; yes, sir. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. I am somewhat 

surprised to hear that, because I thought 
there was a rather definite knowledge of 
the sugar supply, which would indicate 
what the price might be. 

Mr. FLANDERS. There is a definite 
knowledge also of the supply of stock on 
the marl{et. The imponderable is the 
psychological element in the purchases, 
whether of sugar or of stocks. I might 
say that in one respect my analogy falls 
down, since we cannot be sure in ad
vance whether the stock market is go
ing up or down at a given time. We 
could be sure that sugar was going up. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. May I say further 
to the Senator that of course there are a 
good many more factors entering into 
the rise and fall of the stock market than 
in the case of a staple product such as 
sugar? In a general way we know from 
its historical use the amount of sugar 
which will be used; we know how much 
we have on hand; and, as the Senator 
says, we know it will go up. But I take 
it from the Senator's answer that he 
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does not desire to indicate to what extent 
it would go up, even knowing what the 
sugar supply would be, and even knowing 
what the historical use of sugar has been 
in this country. · 

Mr. FLANDERS. I may say that testi
mony of various persons with experience 
in the industry has shown prices ranging 
from 15 to 30 or even 40 cents a pound .. 
I am inclined to discount those very high 
prices. The Senator is asking_ me to 
guess on the stock market. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. No, not on the 
stock market; I am interested in_ sugar . . 

Mr. FLANDERS. It is the same sort 
of question. I would be surprised if, 
under the worst conditions, the price of 
sugar should go above 30. It might be 
somewhere between 20 and 30. The 
point I am making is that we can -so set 
the conditions that the price rise will be 
comparatively unimportant. · 

Mr. REVERCO~. May I ask the 
able Senator another question? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Certainly. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. Does he feel that 

the price rise would be less if controls 
were ext~nded a longer time, a matter of 
months, or a matter of a year, than if we 
released them today? 

Mr. FLANDERS. it is· my belief, sir, 
that if controls were released today there 
would be an unusually large price rise. 
I am not prepared to say what. it would 
be, but my guess is it would be well over 
20. Furthermore, I believe that we can 

-find a time before the year has ended, 
when controls can be taken off and the 
price rise be somewhere arormd 15 cents, 
and then drop back again. But I am nei
ther a prophet, the son of a prophet, nor 
the grandson of a prophet, and I am just 
talking hot air or. that particular sub
ject. So, I think, is everyone else. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Let me say to the 
Senator that I think the question of what 
the price rise would be i:.. a very impor
tant guiding point in this discussion. 
That is the reason I make inquiry of 
those who have given particular study to 
this subject. We want tc get rid -of con
trols, but I think that in considering that 
question we must look into the subject 
of price rise. There will be a temporary 
rise, but if it were to be suer. a rise as is 
talked about here, of course, that would 
be most unfortunate. We want plenty 
of sugar, but we want it at reasonable 
cost, particularly to the- domestic con
sumer, indeed, to all consumers. That is 
the reason I put the question to the 
Senator. 

I believe that both those who advocate 
the views of the able Senator and those 
who advocate other views have taken the 
position that they primarily want the 
domestic consumer, or, as we .say, the 
housewife, to have first consideration in 
the use of sugar and the supply of sugar 
in this country; is that correct? 

Mr. FLANDERS. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. It then comes 

down to a question of the better argu
ment as between the two point$ of view, 
as to which course will give the domestic 
consumer more sugar, and I want to say 
that that will be largely guiding with me. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sena
tor from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to 
ask the Senator from Vermont a question 
in furtherance of the statement made by 
the senior · Senator from Vermont, con
cerning October 31 as a possible date of 
ending controls. In addition to the can
ning, is there not a very large seasonal 
business in _ice. cream and confectionery 
that would be adversely affected by the 
suspension of controls on that date?· In 
other words, if we are going to suspend 
controls, is it not better to do it at the 
end of March .than it is at the end of Oc
tober? If we do it at the end of October, 
we are going to affect the housewife' ad
versely, because .all large industrial users 
are going into the market for what sugar 
they c'an get. Is that not correct? 

Mr. FLANDERS. That is correct, sir, 
from my point of. view. · 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr. 
Ptesiden t-'-- -

Mr. FLANDERS. I now yield to the 
Senator from Virginia. ·I am trying to 
recognize Senators in proper firing order. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr. 
President, is it not a fact that the Secre
tary of Agriculture informed the sub
committee of which the Senator from 
Vermont was chairman, that the bulk of 
our domestic production would not be 
available fo~ distribution until after Oc
tober 31; that at that time the stocks 
available for distribution in this country 
would be at their very lowest ebb, · and 
therefore October 31 would be the very 
worst time to end control, if the Senate 
has in view the keeping of prices within 
the purchasing power of j;he average 
consumer, as the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts suggested, and pro
tecting certain industries which are not 
in position to pay. high prices for the 
sugar they need? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Tha't, sir, is, accord
ing to out best information, the fact. 
'l,'here are three important sections of 
the country, so far as the source of sugar 
supply and its consumption are con
cerned. The Pacific coast in general is 

· taken care of by the continuous produc
tion of the Hawaiian fields, though that 
production suffered somewhat last year 
because of strikes. The great middle 
section of the country, roughly from the 
Sierras to the Alleghenies, is for the 
most part dependent on beet sugar. The 
eastern seaboard and a part of the South 
are dependent on Cuban sugar. A part 
of the South is dependent on the Loui
siana cane. But in general there are 
those · three regions. They stock up at 
different times. They are drawn down 
at different times. October 31 is about 
the worst date, because the heavy drains 
will have been made on the Cuban sugar 
on the eastern seaboard, and the beet 
sugar will have been pretty nearly com
pletely drained away, leaving the total 
supplies to the country at their lowest 
point at that time. 

I shall mention one other · point, and 
that is that it may be feasible, or con
sidered feasible if we get, for instance, a 
large stock of sugar from Cuba, and the 
beet sugar supplies are drawn down, to 
put Cuban sugar into box cars and trans
fer it to the beet-sugar regions, or under' 
similar but reverse conditions we can 
bring · it back. · But that is the uneco
nomical way to do, and in view of the 

story told by our friend, the Senator from 
Kansas, concerning box cars, it is an 
unwise thing to do. The . proper thing 
to do is to have in each of these regions 
a sufficient stock when the contt·ols are 
taken off so that any price and distribu
tion flurries will be of a minor degree and 
of short duration. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator' yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Since the S3cretary of 

Agriculture has become so thoroughly in
volved in this discussion on sugar, and 
since the. Senator from West Virginia 
has raised a hypothetical question as to 
·what the price of. sugar would be if' con
trols were removed, I should like to say 
that in testifying before the Committee 
on Agriculture last month, about 6 weeks 
ago, the Secretary of Agriculture esti
mated that if controls were removed· this 
spring the retail price of sugar would 
1•ise to between 30 and 40 cents a pound. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? . 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. TOBEY. The Senator from West 

Virginia raised the question ·of price con
trols coming off immediately, and the ef
fect which would be caused thereby. I 
point out that the Senatol!, from Ver
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] answered him by 
discussing the · price increase which 
would ensue. In the statement of the 
Senator from V~rmont I concur; but I 
point out that it is not only the danger of 
a price increase that causes us concern. 
The fact remains that if .controls were 
taken off today prices · would soar, but 
beyond that it would result in crucifying 
the small businessmen, because, ergo, the 
large sugar users with ample means to 
finance their purchases would purchase 
large supplies of sugar and drive the 
price up and store . the sugar away for 
themselves to the exclusion and detri
ment of the small businessmen. 

, I point out th~t about 8,000 veterans 
have availed themselves of the GI bill 
of rights to start small sugar-using bus
inesses, such as soft-drink businesses, 
ice-cream businesses, candy businesses, 
pharLlaceutical businesses, and busi
nesses engaged in the production of gela
tines and other .types of desserts. When 
we express our interest in and compas
sion for the small businessmen, here is 
a very good opportunity to show our 
concern and regard for him in safe
guarding against such increases, which 
I believe are a great probability and po
tentiality if we should remove controls 
now. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to say to the Senator from 
New Hampshire that I fully concur with 
him, that in the event of serious disloca
tion of prices and distribution it would 
be the small businessman, particularly 
the new businessman, and the housewife, 
who would be the sufferers. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. - I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I want to say that 

I am: for a continuation of controls on 
sugar. I shall in the course of this debate 
state my reasons why I believe October 
31, 1947, should be the date at which con
trols should end. 
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I should like to ask the Senator from 

Vermont this question: If the controls 
are ended on March 31, 1948, will there 
not be a tendency on the part of the 
processors of sugar in this coup.try-say, 
the Louisiana processors, the beet proc
essors, those in Cuba and in Puerto Rico 
and Hawaii, who begin their grinding 
seasons in January-to retain their sugar 
and keep it from the market until after 
March 31, 1948, in order to obtain a 
larger price for their commodity? 

Mr. FLANDERS. That, sir, is possible, 
but supposing we do have ample supplies 
when control is taken off, we can ride out 
those 2 or 3 months. But that is merely 
one more argument .for assuring ample 
supplies before controls are taken off. 

Before I yield again, I should like to 
make an observation to this effect: The 
distinguished Senators who have inter
rupted me are moving me rapidly through 
my prepared speech toward its latter end, 
and whether to thank them or whether 
to ask them to hold up a bit is beyond 
the possibility of my deciding at the pres
ent moment, but I think I shall let them 
proceed. I yield further to the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I 
indicated a moment ago, it is true that 
on October 31 the supply of sugar is less 
than it is ordinarily, but if we stop con
trols at that time, is it not true that we 
are going to have a supply :flowing in from 
continental producers and also from off
shore producers who usually sell in this 
market? 

Mr. FLANDERS. That is true, but the 
supply comes through only at the rate 
that the refining process can be car
ried on. 

Mr. ELLE~"DER. Yes. The further 
point I wanted to make was that in the 
House measure, aside from controls 
which continue until October 31, there 
are the inventory controls, which extend 
until the 31st of March 1948. That 
would have a tendency to keep large in
dustrial users from piling up great quan
tities of sugar, and would leave the 
housewives a greater supply from which 
to buy sugar. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Inventory controls 
have a certain definite usefulness, but 
they do not go the whole way, for anum
ber of reasons. In the first place, they 
are applicable only to the primary dis
tribution from the refineries to the 
wholesaling warehouses and the large 
industrial users. To make such controls 
effective through to the smaller whole
salers and the retailers, and particularly 
to the housewives, would require the 
swarm of spies and functionaries which 
Thomas Jefferson so delightfully de
scribed in the Declaration of Independ
ence. In other words, we would have to 
multiply our former OPA force by several 
times to have them really follow through 
to the stoeks in which the hoarding 
would occur. 

But there is another point. The large 
industrial users might not hoard their 
stocks of sugar as such. They might 
rush the sugar through to the finished 
products, and inventory it in the form 
of finished products. They might bring 
about that condition by increased work
ing forces, night shifts, and overtime. 
At no time would they have more than 

the proposed 30 days' supply on hand. 
Inventory control has a usefulness, but it 
is a limited usefulness. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? , 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I thank the Sen
ator for yielding to me. I will not inter
rupt him further if I m.ay ask two brief 
questions. 

The Senator has just discussed the 
question of what would happen when 
sugar controls were taken off. The Sen
ator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] 
spoke of sugar controls, and the result 

- with respect to holding sugar back from 
the markets if we removed the controls 
on October 31, 1947. Let me put this 
question: Will there not be a holding 
back of sugar whenever the controls may 
be ended? We must end the controls at 
some time. Naturally there will be a 
holding back of sugar from the market 
on the part of some. The only way to 
get around that is to slip up on them 
quickly and end the controls; but we do 
not do things that way. Will there not 
be a holding back regardless of the date 
when controls are removed? 

Mr. FLANDERS. The Senator from 
West Virginia is entirely correct as to 
what will happen. To what extent it will 
happen, and how serious the withhold
ing and' price rises will be, will depend 
upon how large a stock of reserve sugar 
we have when the controls are removed. 
If that stock is large, the dislocations will 
be comparatively small and of short 
duration, and the withholding will be 
comparatively small. If our stocks are 
small, the price increase will be large, the 
dislocations in distribution will be great, 
and the withholding from distribution in 
advance of the removal will begin at a 
much earlier date. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. In the discussion 
by the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. ToBEY] he spoke of great hard
ship being placed upon small business if 
controls were released. Am I to under
stand from that that the housewife, the 
domestic user, today is suffering shortage 
in part from the allocations under con
trols to business? There seems to be a 
question of balancing the use of sugar 
between business and the domestic user. 
If it goes to business, whether it be small 
business or large business, it naturally 
comes from the domestic user so long as 
there is a shortage in the supply of the 

. domestic user. Am I to gather from the 
statement of the Senator from New 
Hampshire that under controls the 
small-business user, or any business user, 
is taking sugar to the detriment of the 
supply of the domestic user? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Let me say a word to 
the Senator from West Virginia with re
gard to the status of the allocation as 
between industry and the household 
user to date. Approximately 80 percent 
of the industrial use is apportioned to 
industry based upon its normal prewar 
use. That allocation was based on a 75 
percent basic allocation. At the end of 
the war a great many industrial users 
found themselves with enlarged plants 
and enlarged working forces. They 
made a plea to the sugar-control au
thorities that they be permitted to ex-

pand beyond the 75 percent of their his
toric basis, in order not to throw men 
into unemployment at that particular 
time. Those pleas were listened to, to 
the extent that some of them were .giv
en as much as 80 percent, and some 85 
percent; but the average increase in all 
those cases amounted to an over-all 80 
percent of the prewar use. This season's 
promised allocation to the housewife is 
35 pounds, which figures out about 70 
percent of her prewar use. So industry 
is getting a 10 percent larger distribution 
than is the housewife. However, I 
should like to invite attention to the fact 
that that allocation was given industry 
on the basis of maintaining employment, 
and for no other purpose. 

Have I answered the Senator's ques
tion? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Yes. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 

the Senator permit me to make a com
ment on the first question asked by the 
Senator from West Virginia? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sena
tor from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It is true that no 
matter when controls are taken off, no 
matter what date is fixed, there will be 
a tendency to hoard sugar. But that 
tendency would be further removed by 
fixing the date at October 31 than by 
fixing any other date that could be fixed, 
because today the Commodity Credit 
Corporation owns the entire Cuban 
crop which is now being harvested. It 
also owns the entire Puerto Rico crop 
which is now being produced. In other 
words the Government can better con
trol distribution of the sugar it now owns. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. Does the Senator 

from Louisiana mean that the holding 
back would be less if the date were fixed 
at October 31? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Absolutely. There 
can be no question about it. · 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sena
tor from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. On the 
point raised by the Senator from Louisi
ana, with regard to holding back sugar, 
whether the date be October 31, 1947, or 
March 1948. we must bear in mind these 
factors: There will be production of beet 
sugar in Europe this year, which may en
able the international control to give us 
a larger percentage of sugar from Cuba, 
available by March of next year. We ex
pect a substantial shipment of sugar 
from the Philippines by the spring of 
1948, commencing perhaps in April. 
That statement is based upon the report 
of the Department of Agriculture. We 
expect that when the Dutch settle their 
political problems in Indonesia and other 
sugar-producing areas in that section of 
the Pacific, we shall get a substantial 
supply from that source, which will prob
ably come to us by March of next year. 
So from every standpoint we shall be in 
a better position if we relax control 1n 
the spring of 1948 than if we were to end 
the controls in the fall of 1947. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
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Mr. FLANDERS. I yield to the Sen
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. BUTLER. I appreciate the inter
ruptions which the Senator has per
mitted, because I believe they have added 
to the information of all of us who are 
keenly interested in this subject. 

The question centers for the moment 
around matters of production, in deter
mining what date might be most propi
tious for decontrolling. We all admit 
that the decontrol date is approaching. 
The question is, what would be the most 
propitious time? I take it from the tone 
of the remarks which have been made by 
the distinguished Senator from Vermont, 
and perhaps by other Senators, that a 
continuation of control tends to give the 
answer to this whole question. The an· 
swer is production. Is not that correct? 

Mr. FLANDERS. The answer is pro
duction and the building up of sufficient 
stocks. . 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes; the answer is pro
duction. Let me ask the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont what the record 
is in reference to the production of sugar 
under Government control. . 
. Mr. FLANDERS. My personal knowl

edge of that is doubtless very much less 
than that of the Senator- from Nepraska, 
who lives closer to the sugar-beet-pro
ducing areas than I do. I know howeyer, 
that at times the Department has dis
couraged the production of beet sugar, 
but at the . present time it is enco~raging 
it by every means .within its power. 

Mr. BUTLER. For the information o.f 
the Senator from Vermont _-and other 
Senators. I may say that production of 
sugar in our own continental area-is con
siderably reduced, especially ~ regards 
the production of sugar beets. It is al
most 50 percent lower, inmy own St~te 
today, than it was in the prewar -era. 

Mr. FLANDERS. What about the 
planting? 

Mr. BUTLER. The planting has 'j:)een 
under the contr.ol of the Department; 
and it is that form of control that the 
producers dQ not like. My pre~iction is· 
that the sooner we get r~d of control, 
the greater will be the production. In 
other words, the sooner we eliminate 
control, the sooner we ~hall find the 
answer to the problem. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, w-ill the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield . . 
Mr. TOBEY. I am referring now to 

the comments concerning the date of 
decontrol-whether October 31 or next 
March. Addressing myself briefly to 
that subject, in my opinion if the 
date were fixed as of October 31, the 
eastern seaboard probably would .receive 
very little sugar, if any, during Septem~ 
ber and October, because t.he persons who 
had it to sell would know that rationing 
was being terminated at the period of 
greatest scarcity and that, therefore., 
prices probably y.rould be bound to go up; 
and so they would withhold the sugar 
during the months of September and 
October, and not sell it to the merchants, 
but wait for the price rise which . would 
be inevitable then. 

On the other hand, if the date were 
fixed as of March 31, and if the Secre
tary saw that there was sufficient sugar 

to end rationing March 31, he could do it 
as of midnight of that date without any 
previous announcement; and the hoard
ing and speculating feature would not 
then enter the picture, so the people in 
the eastern half of the country would 
have sugar in September and October, 
which from the sugar standpoint are 
very important months to them. -

Let me point out that Senate Joint 
Resolution 58 contains a section which 
makes it mandatory for the Secretary of 

·Agriculture, Mr. Anderson, to decontrol 
whenever in his good judgment he finds 
he can do so. 

I should like to point out to the Sen
ator who referred to sugar from the 
Philippines-! think it was the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. RoBERTSONJ-that 
before the war we received a million tons 
of sugar a year from the Philippines, 
year after year. Of course, the war de
stroyed their refineries and plants, but 
now they are slowly being restored. In 
the last few years we have been export
ing sugar to the Philippines; but as he 
stated-and I confirm it-in another 
year, by March or April, our receipts of 
sugar from the Philippines will be back 
to nearly the prewar basis. · 

Mr. FLANDERS. I thank the Senator 
.from New Hampshire· for putting his fin
ger on the possibility of removing 
controls before March 31, and of doing 
it unexpectedly, because that is very 
much' Within the possibilities and 'within, 
in fact, as he has indicated, the manda
tory provisions of the pending joint reso
tion. March 31 is the limit beyond which 
it must not go. As I shall show a little 
later, the possibilities of removing con
trols before that time are extremely 
hopeful. 

I shall continue briefly on the supject 
of United States sugar-beet production. 
The average production in the period 
1935 to 1939 was 1,520,000 tons; for the 
period 1944 to 1945, 1,056,000 tons; 
1945-46, 1,278,000 tons; 1946-47 the crop, 
as estimated by the Department, ' is 
1,541,000 tons-the largest in our history. 

1 do not know who is correct-the dis
tinguished Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BUTLER], who lives · in the sugar-beet 
area, or the departmental statisticians, 
who admittedly have not always been 
correct. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. BUTLER. I should like to answer 

the distinguished Senator just to this 
extent: The figures quoted are average. 
The figures I quoted, showing that the 
production in the State of Nebraska was 
almost 50 percent under its former pro
duction, are approximately correct; in 
fact, I know they are correct. But to 
balance that, when we consider the in
creased allotments under the control 
program to other areas-I might men
tion the State of California as an exam
ple, in perfect good will,. because none of 
us cares where sugar is produced, so 
long as we can obtain it-the point I am 
making is that we are not getting more 
than half the amount of sugar we could 
get from my State; and there are many 
other similar areas. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mt. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. After listening to 

the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ToBEY], I wish to have the record show 
that so far as beet sugar is concerned, 
the height of sugar production-that is, 
the time when there would be more 
sugar than at any other time-would 
be in October, rather than next March. 
So I think the record ought to be clear 
that, so far as the growers in America 
are concerned, there would be sugar to 
be sold at that time. If we make the 
date next March, we are likely to find 
that beet sugar will be held over until 
after March, so that the producers will 
get a higher price. 

So I think we have to choose a date. 
So far as I can learn from the growers 
of sugar beets in Michigan, they would 
prefer the date in October, rather than 
the date in March, for the ending of 
these controls. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I should like to say, 
first, in answer to the remarks made by 
the Senator from Michigan, that, of 
course, beet sugar does not become in
stantaneously available when the beets 
are harvested. They go to the sugar 
mills, and the sirup is extracted, and the 
sugar is drained off and refined. 
Doubtless the Senator .knows more than 
I do about the duration of the process, 
but I should be surprised if the refin
eries were not working for at least 3 
months on the fall beet crop. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But during that 
entire period the sugar would be coming 
out and could be supplied directly to 
the market, and if the producers were 
being paid what they regarded as a 
fair price at that time, there would be 
no reason to withhold the sugar. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS . . I yield. 
Mr. MAYBANK. Following up what 

the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ToBEY J so ably stated, what impresses 
me is that in voting for the March 31 
date, we have to think of the movement 
of crops next fall, when cotton and every 
other crop will move, and we must real
ize that a tremendous car shortage is 
expected at that time. As the Senator 
well knows, in connection with the 
sugar-inventory cases which were 
brought up by the Secretary of Agri
culture and others, the really serious 
situation will develop next fall when 
beet sugar and the other sugar will be 
distributed. 

The shortage of cars is well known to 
the Members of the Senate. ApproXi
mately 65,000 cars in the last year, 
alone, passed out of use. The testimony 
throughout the hearings, -by every wit
ness in connection with the inventories, 
was that the distribution of the crops in 
the fall will present a most serious prob
lem because of the boxcar shortage 
which will exist at that time .. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I thank the Sena
tor from South Carolina -for bringing 
out that point. It only emphasizes the 
necessity for· having sufficient stocks of 
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sugar coming from · each of the sources, 
in the regions which normally supply 
it, so that it will not be necessary to 
shuttle it back and forth across. the 
country. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will further yield, let me say 
that the testimony also shows th~t there 
will have to be a tremendous shuttling 
movement in order to supply the points 
outside· those where the Cuban sugar is 
available or where beet sugar is produced. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Vermont yield to the 
Senator from Wyoming? 
. Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I should like to 
ask the Senator from Vermont whether 
testimony was submitted to the commit
tee, on behalf of the processers of sugar 

. beets and on behalf of the growers, to 
the effect that the March date, rather 
than the October date, was more desir
able from the point of view of the beet
sugar industry? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Such testimony was 
offered. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am not at all 
surprised that it was, although I was 
not present at the committee meeting, 
because I know that in the Rocky Moun
tain beet-sugar area the program for the 
refining of sugar beets is not completed 
at all by the 31st of October. In some 
cases it is not completed until long after 
that time. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. OVERTON. There are two or 

three questions which I should like to 
ask the able Senator from Vermont. 
The first is this: While it is true that the 
stock of sugar will be very low on Octo
ber 31, nevertheless, beginning at about 
that time, from October on, a large sup
ply of sugar commences to come into the 
market. Is not that correct? That is 
the first question. 

The second question is this: Is it not 
true that the consumers' demand for 
sugar is larger at about March 31 than it 
is at any other time? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I would say to the 
Senator from Louisiana that that is 
rather doubtful. The largest demand for 
sugar would naturally come in the sum
mer, with its combination of the use of 
sugar for household canning, coca-cola, 
and other soft drinks, and ice cream. 

Mr. OVERTON. We in Louisiana have 
coca-cola all the time. 

Mr. FLANDERS. The Senator from 
Louisiana is fortunate. 

Mr. OVERTON. And the use of sugar 
by confectioners, and for ice cream, and 
so forth, increases in the spring. 

However, it is also true, is it not, that 
production begins immediately after 
October and November, and continues, 
with increasing quantities, from then on? 

Mr. FLANDERS. . In the beet-sugar 
regions beet sugar production begins in 
October; Louisiana production begins a 
little later, and subsequently the Cuban 
sugar begins to come in. That is the 
"firing order'' of the production of those 
three separate production -and consum
ing regions. 

Mr. OVERTON. That is correct. 
Mr. President, I should like to ask the 

Senator from Vermont another ques
tion: It is true, js it not, that for Louisi
ana cane-sugar production, the producer 
is paid the average of the market value 
of refined sugar from October 15 until 
January 31? 

Mr. FLANDERS. That is as I have 
understood it. I would defer to the 
Senator from Louisiana as an authority, 
rather than attempt to give him any 
information. From what I know, the 
conditions are very much more favor
able for the sugar-beet producers, who 
have the price turned back to them at 
whatever price the sugar leaves the re
finery at any time during the year. I 
could only wish that .the cane-sugar pro
ducers in Louisiana could be as enter
prising or as fortunate as the beet-sugar 
producers are. 

Mr. OVERTON. That has been the 
history of the method by which the cane
sugar producers are paid. For years 
and years in Louisiana they have been 
paid on the basis of the aver-age market 
value from October 15 to January 31. 

If control is retained until March 
31 , of course that will do a rank in
justice to the sugarcane growers of 
Louisiana and Florida, as compared with 
removing control on October 31, for in 
the former case control would be held 
over sugar until the Florida and Louisi
ana sugar had been marketed, and then 
control would be released. 

On the other hand, if it is released 
on October 31, that will afford an op
portunity for the cane-sugar producers 

. to receive the increase in the market 
price. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I may say to the 
Senator from Louisiana, Mr. President, 
that there is no question that the cane
sugar producers of Louisiana and Florida 
will not be in as good a position so far 
as prioe is concerned as will the beet
sugar producers or the Cuban sugar pro
ducers. That is most unfortunate. It 
may properly be taken into account 
and doubtless will be so taken into ac
count, in weighing the time when con
trols should be released, if it develops 
that they can be released very much 
earlier than the final date set. 

However, I still wonder how the Lou
isiana cane-sugar producers got into a 
situation as disadvantageous to them as 
the existing situation is, as compared 
with that of the beet-sugar producers. 
The beet-sugar producers seem to have 
done very nicely by themselves. 

Mr. OVERTON. The custom dates 
back so far into past times that I do ·not 
recall how it originated. The system · 
under which the cane-sugar producers 
in Louisiana are paid has prevailed for 
years and years and years. Perhaps the 
junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] may be able to state how it 
originated. At any rate, that is the 
way it is. I think the answer the Sena
tor from Vermont has made is very fair. 

Mr. FLANDERS. However, Mr. Presi
dent, there is this to be considered-and 
it is of real importance: If the final re
moval of controls is left to a time when 
there are ample stocks available, no one 
will make any great windfall of profits, 
either in the case of beet sugar or Lou-

isiana and Florida cane sugar or Cuban 
cane sugar. That is the sum and sub
stance of the matter, as I see it. 

Mr. 'ovERTON. Of course, that 
brings up another quest ion, namely, 
when will that event take place, or when 
could it take place? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I say 
to the Senator from Louisiana that if I 
had a little encouragement, I would 
read further in my manuscript, and per 
haps we could come to that subject. 

Mr. OVERTON. I thank the Senator 
from Vermont, and I shall not interrupt 
him again. 
. Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, as I 

have said, mosf fortunately we can fore
see the time when controls may safely 
be removed. The unusual Cuban sugar 
crop · expected this year will permit a 
more liberal distribution of sugar to con
sumers, and at the same time will leave 
some over to help :fill the pipe lines and 
the shelves. Encouragement is being 
given to the planting of sugar beets this 
year. It is hoped that the Senate will 
pass House bill 2102, permitting the im
portation of labor supplies so that this 
great crop can be planted, cultivated, 
and harvested. It is possible that the 
small supplies available in the Far East 
may be released before the year is over. 
It is hoped that the new Louisiana cane 
crop will be good. It ·should be noted 
that none of them will be available for 
filling the warehouses, pipe lines, and 
shelves until the very end of the year and 
the beginning of next year. Between 
now and then, Cuban sugar has to carry 
the full burden . 

There are geographical and transpor
tational difficulties in putting the whole 
burden on this source of supply. Ordi
narily this sugar goes to the eastern sea
board and to such part of the South as 
is not completely taken care of by the 
Louisiana and Florida cane sugar. The 
great Midwest, clear to the Rocky Moun
tains, depends on beet sugar. Only on 
the Pacific slope is there the relatively 
constant supply of Hawaiian sugar whose 
last year's crop was diminished by 
strikes. It is clear, therefore, that de
pendence on the Cuban crop as a back
log after decontrol involves a large scale 
transportation of this sugar to areas 
which do not normally depend on it. 
And we may safely prophesy that any 
depletion of eastern reserves by prema
ture lifting of controls will in turn at 
a later date require an unnatural flow 
of beet sugar to the seaboard. This un
natural distribution of sugar to take care 
of artificial scarcities comes in a coun
try in which the boxcar shortage has 
passed , the danger point even at a time 
of year when there is normally a surplus. 

This situation applies particularly to 
one of the early dates frequently sug-

. gested, that is, October 31. A maldis
tributed- Cuban supply will have been 
carrying the load for tb,.e whole country 
east of the Sierras. The new beet crop 
would be in the course of harvesting but 
not yet completely refined and moving 
from the refineries to meet customer re
quirements. It would be many weeks 
before this could effectively take place, 
particularly · if this beet sugar had to 
move east to replace depleted stocks of 
Cuban, and it should be noted that this 
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eastern movement would be taking place 
at the same time as the railroad lines 
would be meeting the big demands for 
moving grain in the same direction. 
Again we are up against the boxcar 
shortage. 

All of these questions point to a time 
past the end of the year as being the 
time when under proper control there 
will be enough sugar in warehouses, in 
transportation, and on the shelves to 
meet any run which may develop when 
the commodity is given over to a free 
market. 

All this is in the interest of the Amer
ican housewife, but what can we do for 
her in the period between now and this 
far-ofl' end of controls? 

Announcement has already been made 
that she will be allowed 10 pounds more 
of sugar per person this year than she 
had last. Last year she had 15 pounds 
regular, plus 10 pounds of canning allow
ance, making 25 pounds in all. This 
year she will have 35 pounds straight. 

Throughout the countryside, in vil
lages and small towns-even with many 
housewives of the great cities-the ques-

. tion of sufficient sugar for canning and 
preserving is a serious matter. The 10 
pounds of last year was not enough. In 
many instances, indeed, the housewife 
did not get the 10 pounds due to the fact 
that when she went to the store, it was 
not there-thus emphasizing the point 
which has been emphasized so continu
ously in this argument, that plentiful 
stocks are an essential, not merely to 
the ending of controls, but for the con
tinued purchase and use of sugar, 
whether under controls or not. 

Last year the allocation for canning 
was intended to be used for this purpose 
only. It was soon found that it is im
possible, administratively, to police the 
use of canning sugar. To do so would 
have required a great increase iri the 
already existing number of unpopular, 
and at times o:ffensive, OPA administra
tors and investigators. The prospect of 
adding to this already large force enough 
to do a good job of policing the use of 
canning sugar, is too terrible to contem
plate. We may therefore easily agree 
with the rationing authorities that it is 
better to do as has been done this year: 
to lump the sugar all together rather 
than to put on a 10-pound coupon with 
the special requirement that it is to be 
used for canning. The net result is that 
the housewife will get 35 pounds per 
person instead of 25. 

Feeling that something better than 
this might be possible if the Cuban crop 
is as large as or larger than has been ex
pected, I have conferred with the Secre
tary of Agriculture as to the possibility 
of increasing the distribution of sugar to 
families during the summer canning sea
son. I am glad to say that he has ap
proved of the suggestion, and I shall read 
into the RECORD the letter on the _subject 
which I have just received from him: 

MARcH 24, 1947. 
HON. RALPH E. FLANDERS, 

United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR: In connection with the 

pending proposals for the continuation of 
controls over sugar, you have expressed con
cern regarding the lack of sufficient sugar to 
give househo: d m:ers more than 35 pounds 
per person in 1947 and have asked for our 

views regarding further increases in allot
ments for household and industrial · users 
out of any additional supplies of sugar which 
may become available this year above the 
supplies as now estimated. 

As you know, it has been indicated that . 
current supplies of sugar should be sufficient 
to give allotments to the so-called percent
age industrial users at the rate of 75 per
cent of their 1941 base use for the remainder 
of 1947, in addition to providing 35 pounds 
per person for direct household use. Cur
rent estimates of production, particularly in 
Cuba, afford some basis to hope that in
creased supplies above the 6,800,000 tons, 
which has been used for allocation purposes, 
might become available in 1947. _ If such ad
ditional supplies become available, it will be 
our intent to provide further increases in 
sugar rations for direct household use be
fore giving further general increases to in
dustrial users. However, there is one im
portant qualification which should be stated 
in relation to this intent. Because of our de
sire to prevent the wastage of perishable ag
ricultural commodities, it may become neces
sary to provide minor quantities of sugar for 
certain commercial uses to save such ag
ricultural commodities. The total amount of 
sugar required for such emergency C?-Ses will 
be very small in relation to the 875,000 tons 
of sugar required to ·give an additional 5 
pounds per person for direct household use . 
I am sure you agree with this general policy 
of so using the relatively small quantities of 
sugar required to save perishable agricultural 
commodities. 

Our fulfilment of this intent will also be 
dependent upon the provisions of the legis
lation enacted for the continuation of ·sugar 
controls, particularly the provisions relating 
to sugar for new users. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 

Secretary. 

·Mr. COOPER. Mr. President
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BALL 

in the chair) . Does the Senator from 
Vermont yield to the Senator from Ken

. tucky? 
Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. I did not understand 

the Senator's reference to 50 pounds. 
Mr. FLANDERS. The Senator from 

New Hampshire [Mr. ToBEY] offered an 
· amendment providing that no increased 

allotment should go to ·industrial uses 
until a total of . 50 pounds per person 
had been given to household use, that 
being the normal prewar consumption of 
the American individual. 

Mr. COOPER. That amendment is 
now pending? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Yes. 
Mr. COOPER. I noticed, during the 

thorough statement which has been made 
by the Senator, that the questions and 
answers have been directed to the source 
of supply for 1947. From reading the 
report it appears that in the year 1946 
the supply amounted to 5,400,000 tons, 
approximately, according to one of the 
tables, and that the estimated sources 
of supply for 1947 amount to 6,800,000 
tons, or an increase of 1,400,000 tons. 
· The Senator just stated that an in
crease of 5 pounds to each consumer 
would amount to about 325,000 tons; was 
that the figure? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Three hundred and 
seventy-five thousand tons. 

Mr. COOPER. The increase that has 
been granted, of 10 pounds, then, would 
amount to 750;000 tons, and according 
to the estimate there would st111 be a 
balance of some 650,000 tons. 

Did the committee have any informa
tion as to whether or not that 650,000 
tons would be used for the individual 
consumers, the housewives, whom all of 
us have particularly in mind, or would 
that go to industrial consumers? 

Mr. FLANDERS. The supply of 6,-
800,000 tons is allotted in accordance 
with the 75-percent basic industrial al
lotment and the 35-pound household al
lotment. I do not have the figure at 
hand. I would have to figure it out again. 
But the prewar demand is figured at 6,-
700,000 tons. The increase in population 
requires an additional 800,000 tons, a.nd 
the total needed to reach the prewar per 
capita is 7,500,000 tons, but there is now 
a deficit of 700,000 tons, which must be 
made up by the increa·se in the Cuban 
crop, sugar from other sources such as 
South America, possibly Philippine and 
Java sugar, and similar miscellaneous 
sources. Besides that there is an esti
mated quantity of a million tons needed 
to rebuild the stocks for safe decontrol. 
That leaves a deficit for that purpose of 
about a million tons. But all of these 
expected increases in production will go 
to meet that deficit and will be swallowed 
up by it. I am not sure that l answered 
the Senator'.s question. 

Mr. COOPER. I probably did not 
make myself very clear. This was the 
point of my inquiry: In table 4 of the re
port, page 9, the recommended sugar al
locations for 1947 for the United States 
are 6,800,000 tons. On page 4 of the re
port it is stated in the last paragraph that 
this represents an increase of 21 percent 
over 1946, which, roughly figured, would 
indicate that the allocation for 1946 was 
approXimately 5,400,000 tons. That 
would mean that in 1947 there would. be 
an increased allocation of 1,400,000 tons. 
The increase of 10 pounds to each house
wife would use up 750,000 tons of that 
increase, leaving 650,000 tons; to which I 
have directed my question. Does the 
Senator know, or did the committee con
sider, whether that tonnage would be 
used for the individual consumer, or for 
the industrial consumer? 

Mr. FLANDERS. There is an increase 
in allotment to the industrial consumer 
as well as to the housewife for this year. 
That is 5 percent, as I remember. There 
is a 5-percent increase in the allotment 
to the industrial user. That is from the 
basic 70 percent of his prewar use to 75 
percent basic of his prewar use. 

Mr. COOPER. Did the committee 
have any information whether or not it 
would be possible under ·the allocations 
to increase the allocation for the individ
ual consumer to more than the 35 
pounds? 

Mr. FLANDERS. The sugar statisti
cians in the Department of Agriculture 
and the Secretary himself are hopeful 
that that may be done. They are very 
hopeful that 5 pounds extra may be al
lowed during the canning season, in 
which event it will be made available not 
by giving a new coupon but by moving 
forward to an earlier date the coupon 
which succeeds July 1, so that within 
that period the extra amount will be UEed 
up I think in 2 months instead of 3. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 

• 
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Mr. TOBEY. I may say to my friend 
from Kentucky that the amendment 
which I offered at the opening of my re
marks meets with the approval of the 
Secretary of Agriculture and of my 
friend from Vermont, and it will take 
care of the situation he has in mind. If 
the supply increases a sufficient quanti
ty will go to the individual consumer 
until his allotment of 35 pounds reaches 
50 pounds, which is the amount esti
mated to have been used by the house
holder before the war. So, if adopted, 
the amendment, ought to safeguard that 
situation. 

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. FLANDERS. The additional 10 

pounds, plus the prospect, under certain 
conditions, of still more than this will, 
I believe, lead toward a great improve
ment in the sugar distribution to the 
household, and at the same time tend to 
mitigate the hoarding complex when 
controls are finally removed. 

Will these controls have to go to March 
31, 1948; as the bill proposes? It is the 
hope of your committee and a hope based 
on conversations with the authorities in
volved, that if all goes well the avail
able supplies may be such that the con
trols can be taken off a month or two ear
lier than the final date set by the reso
lution itself. Such action on the part of 
the Secretary of Agriculture will be obli
gatory since section 2 reads: "Prior to 
the expiration of this act, the Secretary 
of Agriculture is hereby authorized and 
directed to remove any or all controls 
with respect to any product over which 
control is authorized by this act when he 
determines that the supplies of sugar are 
sufficient to warrant such action." The 
significant words here are "authorized 
and directed." 

This leads us to a consideration of 
what is perhaps the most important ele
ment in this whole problem: What are 
the abilities, the purposes and the ruling 
ideas of the Secretary of Agriculture in 
whose hands the administration of this 
act is placed? This is a pertinent ques
tion. We have had so much experience 
with administrators who looked with 
affection on the idea of a controlled econ
omy that we are gun-shy on the general 
subject of controls. Worse than this, 
we have seen perfectly respectable citi
zens, brought up in the atmosphere of 
free enterprise, succumb to the lure of 
controls when they were once given a 
hand in their administration. What is 
the record of this official to whom the 
administration of sugar controls is dele-
gated? · 

It is not a bad record. It shows that 
his efforts since the day he became Sec
retary of Agriculture, have been clearly 
directed toward eliminating Government 
controls over the distribution of our food 
supply as rapidly as possible. 

Speaking at an Agriculture-Industry 
Conference at Decatur, Ill., on Septem
ber 20, 1945, soon after he became Secre
tary of Agriculture, Secretary Anderson 
said: 

I am glad to be able to report to you that 
the Department of Agriculture is clearing the 
decks by removing wartime controls as rapid
ly as possible. Many foods have been taken 
off the ration lists. Restrictions on the dis
tribution and use of many commodities have 
been removed. Since V J -day 25 war food or-

• 

ders have been lifted and those remaining 
will go at the earliest possible moment. 

Six weeks later, speaking at Kansas 
State College-November 9, 1945-he 
said: 

The Department of Agriculture got into 
business in farm products in the depression 
and again in the war emergency it got into 
the food business in a big way. We want to • 
get out of that business as quickly as possible 
and it will be a happy day for the Secretary 
of Agriculture when circumstances permit it. 
That is part of the future to which we look 
forward. 

He has made many other public state
ments to the same effect. 

A check-up on his record convinces me 
that Secretary Anderson meant what he 
said: 

On July 1, 1945, a total of 92 War Food 
Orders were on the books. Included in 
this total were 16 orders on fats and oils, 
10 on dairy products, 7 on fruits, 3 on 
grain, and 2 on sugar. The remaining 54 
orders covered miscellaneous commodi
ties, delegations of authority to the Office 
of Price Administration for rationing of 
food, requisitioning of foods, procedural 
regulations, and the like. 

He immediately established the policy 
of terminating orders no longer needed 
for war or post war purposes. By Janu
ary 1, 1946, in keeping with this policy, 
the number of orders effective had been 
reduced nearly one-half, to a total of 49. 

The need for exporting huge quantities 
of foodstuffs in 1946, particularly grain, 
made necessary the issuance of several 
new orders, such as limitations on wheat 
and flour inventories; set-asides on flour, 
meat, and dairy products; and prohibi
tions ag_ainst the use of grain in alcoholic 
beverages. The downward trend in the 
number of outstanding orders thus was 
interrupted in the summer of 1946. But 
by January 1 of this year the number of 
effective orders had declined to 20. On 
March 10, 1947, only 15 orders remained 
in effect. 

His record in his recommendations to 
OPA on the removal of price controls is · 
similar. He has consistently advocated 
the end of price controls and consumer 
subsidies at the earliest feasible moment, 
and has not hesitated to urge the raising 
of price ceilings when it was necessary to 
stimulate greater production. 

Further proof is to be found in the 
fact that rationing of meat was discon
tinued in November of 1945, surely the 
earliest possible date, and rationing of 
fats and oils was terminated at the same 
time, even though they were recognized 
to be then in short supply. 

Also, I am advised that the Secretary 
of Agriculture in August 1946 recom
mended to the Price Decontrol Board, 
that ceilings on beef be not restored after 
the price-control holiday last summer, 
but did recommend the reimposition of 
price controls on pork. I cite this to 
show he has tried to be discriminating, 
and I think the present pork prices in
dicate that he had facts behind his ac
tions. 

The Secretary and his Department are 
honestly loath to take on this job. It 
will get them no honor or glory. It 
will be full of headaches. To soothe the 
pain of one of the headaches involved., 
the committee has incorporated in sec-

tion 3 (c) in connection with the transfer 
of personnel this provision: 

Any personnel so transferred shall not by 
virtue of their temporary employment in the 
Department of Agriculture acquire or be en
titled to any right to employment in such 
Department in connection with the exercise 
of any function other than a function trans
ferred under this act. 

The purpose of the provision is obvi
ous. It would be unfortunate if, in tak
ing over such of the personnel of OP A 
into the Department of Agriculture, the 
Department would find itself with a new 
group of employees and officials pos
sessed of seniorities and other rights in 
the Department superior to the regular 
organization. The provision is intended 
to be strictly just. It proposes to give 
to the various OPA employees all the 
rights, including veterans' rights, which 
they would possess had they remained in 
OPA until its dissolution. It gives them 
all these rights; no more, no less. 

Let me, in closing, refer again to the 
all-important question of how much con
fidence we may place in the administra
tion of the joint resolution by the Sec
retary of Agriculture. In my own mind· 
this was a matter of compelling impor
tance. The new administrator must be 
guided by the facts as they exist, by the 
best judgment he can bring to bear on 
the problems, and by a strong deter
mination to end controls at the earliest 
possible moment. No temptation of 
power or of political advantage must 
sway his judgment to the slightest de-
gree. _ 

So important did I feel this question 
of the Secretary's character and abili
ties to be, that I sought for advice from 
a person whose judgment weighs heavily 
with me. I called ex-President Hoover 
on the telephone. 

First, I inquired of him as to whether 
he felt that the domestic controls on 
sugar could be taken off at this time. 
His reply was that he did not feel him
self sufficiently acquainted with the de
tails of our present supply and future 
prospects to be able to answer that ques
tion. He was only sure that if domestic 
controls were removed, export controls 
must be continued. 

I next asked him whether he felt I 
was safe in taking the advice of the Sec
retary of Agriculture as to whether con
trols should be lifted or continued. His 
reply was, in effect, that there was no 
one he knew of whose judgment would 
be better on this matter. 

I finally asked him whether he would 
expect the Secretary to be moved by 
political questions or by any influences 
other than the best interests of the peo
ple of the country, as he saw them. His 
reply to this question was emphatically 
to the effect that Secretary Anderson was 
a man of complete honesty, as well as 
ability, and that the public good would 
be his guide. 

This private telephone conversation 
with ex-President Hoover is divulged 
only because it has already been made 
public by a radio commentator and 
newspaper columnist who must have ob
tained his information through some 
telepathic means. 

I have known Secretary Anderson for a 
number of years and during that time 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 2609 
have formed a high regard for his char
acter and abilities. Nevertheless, the re
sponsibilities laid upon his shoulders are 
so serious that I felt the·need to be con
firmed in those ideas if he were to be 
convinced that the joint resolution be
fore us is really in the best interests of 
the people of the United States. That 
telephone call to Mr. Hoover gave me, as 
an individual, that assurance. As a re
sult I have no doubt as to the wisdom of 
placing this serious responsibility in his 
hands. 

I therefore, Mr. President, commend 
this bill to the Members of the Senate as 
being worthy of their support. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, my first 
comment would be to express a word of 
very deep appreciation to my friend from 
Vermont for the very comprehensive and 
painstaking and thorough statement he 
has made. His presentation was well 
made. I think the Members of the Sen
ate must appreciate the work he has per
formed in connection with this subject. 

Now, Mr. President, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Hatch Myers 
Ball Hawkes O'Conor 
Barkley Hayden O'Daniel 
Brewster Hickenlooper O'Mahoney 
Bridges Hill Overton 
Brooks Hoey Pepper 
Buck Holland Reed 
Bushfield Ives Revercomb 
Butler Johnson, Colo. Robertson, Va. 
Byrd Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Cain Kern Saltonstall 
Capehart Knowland Smith 
Capper Langer Sparkman 
Chavez Lodge Stewart 
Connally Lucas Taft 
Cooper McCarran . Taylor 
Cordon McCarthy Thomas, Okla. 
Donnell McClellan Thomas, Utah 
Downey McFarland Thye 
Dworshak McGrath Tobey 
Eastland McKellar Umstead 
Ecton McMahon Vandenberg 
Ellender Magnuson Watkins 
Ferguson Malone Wherry 
Flanders Martin White 
Fulbright Maybank W1ley 
George Millikin Williams 
Green Moore Wilson 
Gurney Murray Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty
seven Senators have answered to their 
names. A quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. ToBEY] to the first 
committee amendment, adding at the 
end thereof certain language which the 
clerk will read. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
at the end of line 20, it is proposed to 
strike out the period, insert a colon, and 
the following: "And provided further, 
That refined sugar shall be allocated for 
home consumption at a rate of not less 
than 35 pounds per capita per calendar 
year, and any increase in the amount of 
sugar available for allocation in the cal
endar year 1947, over the amount recom
mended by the International Emergency 
Food Council for allocation to the United 
States for 1947, shall be allocated for 
home consumption until the allocation 
for such use equals 50 pounds of refined 
sugar per capita." 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, the pend
ing sugar-control legislation is brought 
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to the floor of the Senate by a favorable 
report from the Senate Committee on 
Banking and Currency. The vote was 
10· to 3. It is now before the Senate. It 

· is an important, far-reaching measure. 
Weeks of work have been done by the 
committee. It has finished its job and 
made its report. 

I understand that an effort is to be 
made this afternoon by the opponents of 
the legislation to do something which in 
my judgment is wrong. I am informed 
that a motion is to be made to lay the 
amendment on the table. I decry that 
method of legislating. This important 
legislation is so far-reaching that a mo
tion to lay the amendment on .the table 
would be manifestly unfair. When a 
Senator votes to table the amendment. 
he automatically votes to throw on the 
scrap heap behind the barn all the efforts 
of the committee, and to refuse to con
sider the problem on its merits. It is a 
vote to repudiate the judgment of the 
President of the United States, who yes
terday, in a nonpartisan manner, 
stressed the importance of this legisla
tion to the American people. It is a vote 
to repudiate the leadership of the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency and of 
the subcommittee. 

According to Cushing's Manual, a mo
tion to lay on the table is not debatable. 
If it is to be made, I ask Senators to vote 
it down, and to consider the proposal on 
its merits, whatever their vote may be on 
final disposition. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TOBEY. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Will the Senator 

kindly explain his amendment? 
Mr. TOBEY. I shall be very glad to 

do so. 
Mr. ELLENDER. As I understand, the 

purpose of it is to allow the housewife 
more sugar. 

Mr. TOBEY. That is correct. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Does the amendment 

guarantee the additional poundage or is 
it conditioned on greater production to 
be determined by the Secretary of Agri
culture? 

Mr. TOBEY. Let me explain. Realiz
ing-and also hoping-that there will 
be an increased production of sugar, and 
that a greater available supply will come 
on the horizon sometime during the cal
endar year-perhaps tomorrow, or 3 
months or 6 months from now-when and 
if that occurs, if the supply is greater 
than the normal supply which is now al
located to the commercial interests and 
the housewife, the Secretary of Agricul
ture, Mr. Anderson, is directed-it is 
mandatory-forthwith to allocate the ex
cess amount and prorate it among the 
housewives of America. The amendment 
assures-'an allotment of 35 pounds, with a 

·ceiling of 50 pounds, which is the amount 
per capita which was used by housewives 
before controls were established. 
· Mr. ELLENDER. In other words, 50 

- pounds is to be allowed only in the event 
production reaches a certain level. 

Mr. TOBEY. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Would it not be bet

. ter to enact legislation to make certain 
that the housewife wm receive 40 or 45 
pounds, rather than to make the increase 
conditional, as the Senator proposes? 

Mr. TOBEY. It is certain that house
wives will receive 35 pounds directly from 
the allocation. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. The 
pending measure does give authority to 
increase the allowance from 25 to 35 
pounds. 

Mr. TOBEY. It is also certain that 
housewives and individuals will receive 
from 5 to 8 pounds more through in
creasing patronage of bakeries, res-

. taurants, and hotels. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Under the proposal 

now pending the housewife would receive 
35 pounds. 

Mr. TOBEY. And that is 40 percent 
more than she received last year. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand; but 
would it not be better to adopt an amend
ment to guarantee to the housewife 5 
pounds, rather than the 35 pounds pro
posed to be provided in the pending reso
lution? 

Mr. TOBEY. Where would the Sena
tor take the extra 10 pounds from, if in
creased supplies did not show up on the 
horizon? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Let the Secretary 
wrestle with the problem. I am of 
opinion that production estimates for 
this year will be considerably increased. 

Mr. TOBEY. That is an appealing 
argument, and .I go along with the senti
ment behind the suggestion. I yield tQ 
no man in my desire to take care of the 
housewives. But we must have a bal
anced economy. The business interests 
and the home owners are a composite of 
the people of the United States. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TOBEY. I was answering the 
question of the Senator from Louisiana. . 

Mr. WHERRY. I do not wish to in
terrupt the Senator. 

Mr. TOBEY. The Senator may ask his 
question. I am but clay in the potter's 
hands. 

Mr. WHERRY. As I understand, 
what the Senator's amendment does is to 
make mandatory a distribution to the 
individual user-we call her the house-
wife-of 35 pounds. · 

Mr. TOBEY. That is correct. 
Mr. WHERRY. Prior to this time 

the allocation has been discre.tionary 
with the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. TOBEY. It has been a promise, 
but has not been translated into legisla
tion. 

Mr. WHERRY. With that observa
tion, let me ask a further question: · In 
answer to the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator 
stated that his amendment did not mean 
granting the housewife an additional 
amount unless there was an increase 
in the supply from some source. 

Mr. TOBEY. That is correct. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. TOBEY. I yield to the Senator 

from Michigan. 
Mr. FERGUSON. , The Senator may 

be able to answer both questions at one 
time. Is it not true that in the past the 
industrial users of sugar have had a 10-
percent preferential over the housewives? 
In other words, industry has been receiv
ing 10 percent more, based on historical 
use, than has the housewife. Could it 
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not be so arranged that in the future the 
housewives would be taken care of rather · 
than industrial users? 

Mr. TOBEY. I will say to the Senator 
it is quite correct. that at the present 
time the industrial users of the country 
are receiving more than 50 percent and 
the housewives are receiving a little un
der 50 percent. That is the reverse of 
the situation which existed some years 
ago. I may at least make an answer 
which I hope will edify the Senator from· 
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]. I now ad
dress myself to the composite question 
posed by the three Senators-

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TOBEY. I yield. 
Mr. MA YBANK. Does the Senator in

tend also to explain the serious situation 
existing in the milk-producing sections 
of the country? The Secretary of Agri
culture assured us that he would look 
after the milk producers throughout the 
country, so that supplies which have been 
wasted in the past would be saved this 
year. One of the main reasons for an 
increase in the sugar supply during the 
next few months is to take care of the 
milk producers in the West and in New 
England. 

Mr. TOBEY. That is correct. 
Mr. MAYBANK. That is where a 

·large part of the sugar is going. 
Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. TOBEY. I yield to the Senator 

from Vermont. 
Mr. FLANDERS. Will the Senator 

from South Carolina repeat his question? 
Mr. MAYBANK. At the hearings the 

Secretary of Agriculture assured the sub
committee that he believed he would be 
able to look after the milk-producing 
areas of the country in the next few 
months, and that by so doing large quan
tities of milk would be saved by conver
sion to condensed milk. It would be a 
great boon to the milk producers. I 
asked the distinguished Senator from 
New Hampshire if that was not one of 
the best uses of sugar. It · is essential to 
the farmer and the dairyman. 

Mr. FLANDERS. In the letter which 
I read from the Secretary, he called at
tention . to the desire and intention to 
allocate sufficient sugar to prevent the 
spoilage of foodstuffs. He said that this 
would affect the amount which it would 
be proper to allocate to housewives, but 
that he would allocate all that was pos
sible, with that reservation as to food 
spoilage. 

Mr. MA YBANK. According to the 
.testimony, the main question of food 
spoilage related to milk. 

Mr. FLANDERS. That 1s the worst 
situation. 

I should like to make one further 
point. Any mandatory provision we 
might place in this joint resolution for 
decreasing the amount of sugar that 
goes to industry in order to give more to 
the housewife would, I am sure, be most 
unfortunate, indeed, because it would 
reduce employment in the food-process
ing industry and would perhaps reduce 
it more in connection with the smaller 
and newer undertakings than in the 
case of older and well-heeled ones. So 
the amendment which the Senator from 

New Hampshire proposes, which would 
hold the industrial allotment steady and 
build up the housewife's allotment, is 
better than any proposal which would 
reduce the industrial allotment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Would it not also 
take away much of what the Secretary 
of Agriculture now contemplates giving 
to the dairy industry throughout the 
country? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. As I understand, the 
parliamentary situation is that the dis
tinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire is offering an amendment to the 
committee amendment. Therefore, it 
is an amendment in the second degree. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BALL 
in the chair) . That is correct. 

Mr. WHERRY. Therefore, it is not 
in order for me to offer an amendment 
to the amendment offered by the distin
guished Senator from New Hampshire? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. TOBEY. I am sorry, but that is 
true. 

Mr. WHERRY. Will the Senator 
yield long enough for me to say that I 
should like to propose an amendment 
which contemplates what the Senator 
would like to have done, and I should 
like to have an opportunity to explain 
my amendment. 

Mr. TOBEY. I will give the Senator 
the answ.er that Agrippa gave to St. 
Paul: "Almost thou persuadest me"-
but not quite. · 

I have an answer to give to the three 
Senators who have asked a question. 
Then I shall be glad to answer the Sena
tor's question. This is the answer: 

I had considered the advisability of re
ducing the present industrial user's al
lotment to give more sugar to the bouse
wife. ·Before drafting an amendment to 
accomplish this, I conferred with .Sec
retary Anderson and Mr. James H. Mar
shall, Director, Sugar Branch, Depart
ment of Agriculture, to see what the ef
fect of such a policy would be. 

Secretary Anderson informed me that 
to withdraw, for instance, 5 pounds per 
capita of sugar for home consumption 
from the present allotments allowed to 
industrial users would mean a withdraw
al of approximately 375,000 tons from 
the industrial users. That would mean 
that for the second half of this year, in
stead of obtaining 75 percent of their 
1941 base period, industrial users would 
get between 50 to 55 percent of that base 
period allotment. 50 percent is the low
est that industrial users were ever re
duced to throughout the whole rationing 
period, and that has occured for a very 
short period of time. When that did oc
cur, several small sugar users were put 
out of business. 

Secretary Anderson and Mr. Marshall 
pointed out the two main objections to 
such an amendment as is now proposed. 
The great majority of industrial users, 
while constantly requesting greater al
lotments, are satisfied that they are be
ing dealt with fairly at the present time. 
They will cooperate, and cooperation of 
the industry goes a long way toward 

securing effective controls. Should this 
amendment be adopted, they will feel 
that they are being dealt with in an un
fair manner and that will jeopardize the 
timely adoption of legislation and the ef
fective administration of sugar controls. 

Secondly, and this is the most impor
tant consideration, a large number of 
small industrial users will be put out of 
business with the serious effect that al
ways bas on our economy. It will mean 
reduction of employment. It will go con
trary to the spirit of present-day legis
lation in aid to small business. 

Let us not forget that industrial users 
are presently obtaining only 60 percent 
of the 1941 base period use. Several in
dustrial users· are rendering indispen
sable services. They are furnishing choc
olate bars to the armed services and to 
the children of our country. Even bak
ers need a small amount for bread. 
Many couples are employed and must 
J>urchase their pastries, because they do 
not have the time for home cooking. 

We must approach this problem of 
rationing, not from the demagog's 
viewpoint, but from the point of view of 
getting the utmost supply possible for 
the housewife consistent with the mini
mum needs of indus,trial sugar users. 

Let us not forget that the people of 
the United States will get 35 poundG per 
capita as a minimum under the present 
bill, and all the sugar from hotels, restau
rants, and all types of institutions, which 
amounts to another 5 pounds per capita. 

From that aspect, it is true that the 
amount for home consumption is a little 
less than 50 percent. Conversely, it is 
true that commercial sugar users get a 
little more than 50 percent of the pres
ent supply of sugar. Before the war, 
the :figures were reversed. There are no 
accurate :figures available, but the De
partment of ·Agriculture believes that 
the best estimates are that a little more 
than 50 percent of the sugar supply went 
to home consumption. 

The shift in figures can be explained 
as follows. The Department of Agricul
ture in making the allotments took notice 
of the facts that: . 

First. During the higher-income pe
riod that we are now in, there are many 
more persons purchasing pastries and 
sweets than in the prewar period. 

Second. When the sugar allotment 
was, for a brief period of time, reduced 
to 50 percent of the current supply, a 
large number of small commercial users 
were put out of business. 

Third. In the present food-scarcity 
period, it is wise to save all possible fruits, 
and commercial canners need a larger 
amount of sugar to do that, as they han
dle such a large bulk of food. 

Fourth. Milk producers need four or 
five times more sugar than they did be
fore the war, to preserve milk supplies. 
More people use canned milk for babies, 
and so forth, than they did before. 

Fifth. The housewife does not keep a 
15- to 25-pound supply on her shelves 
as before the war. 

Mr. President, although we are ad
vised to avoid vain repetitions, never
theless I shall repeat something I said a 
while ago, for more Senators are now in 
the Chamber than were present at that 
time: I pointed out, for the benefit of 
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veterans, this truth: Approximately 
8,000 veterans have availed themselves 
of the benefits of the GI bill of rights, 
which the Congress passed, to start 
small sugar-using businesses, such as 
soft-drink businesses, ice-cream busi
nes:?es, bakeries, candy businesses, some 
pharmaceutical businesses, or businesses 
involving the production of gelatin des
serts, or other types of desserts. We 
must not yield to any parliamentary mo
tion or procedure which will put them 
and thousands of other small commer
cial ·sugar users out of business. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the 

Senator from New Hampshire EMr. 
TOBEY] has proposed an amendment 
based upon the thought that the sugar
rationing program will continue until 
March 31, 1948. There is considerable 
opinion to the effect that the pending 
measure will be amended so as to con
tinue sugar rationing only to October 31 
of the present year.. The junior Senator 
from Ohio EMr. BRICKER] and myself, 
who are on the subcommittee studying 
the sugar situation, felt at the end of 
those studies, and we still feel, that more 
sugar is available now than was available 
during any one prewar year. Accord
ingly, we drafted a measure to do away 
immediately with all sugar rationing, 
but to continue sugar-inventory con
trols. By way of a compromise, we 
agreed with a number of Senators on 
the other side of the aisle, and also with 
our Republican colleagues who differed 
with us, to draft an amendment provid
ing for an October 31 end of sugar ra
tioning: If that amendment prevails, 
then the amendment of the Senator 
from New Hampshire will be meaning
less, for his amendment presupposes 
that rationing will continue until next 
March. If we vote to end sugar ration
ing as of . October 31 of this year, 
then--

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for a correction? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I prefer not to yield 
until I conclude this part of my remarks. 

Mr. TOBEY. Does not the Senator 
wish to be set aright? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Of course. I yield 
for that purpose. 

Mr. TOBEY. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Wis
consin has stated that my amendment 
presupposes that controls will continue 
until next March. My· amendment pre
supposes nothing of the sort, I say to the 
Senator in all kindness. My amendment 
simply says that when, as, and if
whether it be in June, August, or Septem
ber-there is any increase, the increase 
shall forthwith be passed on to the 
housewives. No date at all is set in the 
amendment. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, let 
me point out that the Senator's amend
ment provides for a 35-pound allotment 
for the year. If we end the controls as of 
October 31, then Mr. Dice, or whoever is 
administering the rationing program at 
that t ime, can allow any amount he 
wants to allow before October 31, and 

· can say that they will receive the re
mainder after rationing is ended. 

Mr. President, the Senator's amend
ment has considerable merit, but I be
lieve we should not consider his amend
ment at this time. I believe he should 
wait and see whether we intend to end 
controls as of October 31 or as of March 
31 of next year. I think the Senator 
from New Hampshire · should wait; and 
should resubmit his amendment at the 
proper time, if necessary. 

For .that reason, Mr. President, I now 
move that the amendment submitted by 
the Senator from New Hampshire to the 
committee amendment be laid on the 
table until such time as it shall be prop
erly brought before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Wisconsin to lay on 
the table the amendment submitted by 
the Senator from New Hampshire to the 
committee amendment. The motion is 
not debatable. 

Mr. TOBEY. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 

the folo'wing Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Hickenlooper 
Ball Hill 
Brewster Hoey 
Bridges Holland 
Brooks Ives 
Buck Johnson, Colo. 
Butler Johnston, S. C. 
Byrd Kern 
Ca in Knowland 
Capehart Langer 
Capper Lodge 
Chavez Lucas 
Cooper McCarran 
Donnell McCarthy 
Dworshak McClellan 
Eastland McFarland 
Ecton McGrath 
Ellender McKellar 
Ferguson McMahon 
Flanders Magnuson 
Fulbright Malone 
Green Martin 
Gurney Maybank 
Hawkes Millikin 
Hayden Moore 

Murray 
Myers 
O'Conor 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Pepper 
Revercomb 
Robertson, Va. 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Sparkman 
Stewart 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thom~s. Utah 
Thye 
Tobey 
Umstead 
Watkins 
Wherry 
Williams 
Wilson 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy
four Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Wisconsin 
EMr. McCARTHY] to lay on the table the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Hampshire EMr. ToEEY] to the first 
committee amendment. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 

Senator from Connecticut EMr. BALDWIN] 
and the Senator from Ohio EMr. BRICKER] 
are absent by leave· of the Senate. 

The Senator from Indiana EMr. JEN
NER] and the Senator from Wyoming 
EMr. RoBERTSON] are absent because of 
illness. 
· The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BusHFIELD] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Kansas EMr. REED] 
is unavoidably detained. He has a gen
eral pair with the Senator from New 
York [Mr. WAGNER]. 

The Senator from Wisconsin EMr. 
WILEY] is absent by leave of the Senate 

because of attendance at an important 
committee meeting. He has a pair with 
the Senator from Oregon EMr. MoRsEl 
who is absent by leave of the Senate. If 
present and voting the Senator from 
Wisconsin would vote "yea'' and the Sen
ator from Oregon would vote "nay." 

The Senator from New Jersey EMr. 
SMITH], the Senator from Michigan EMr. 
VANDENBERG], and the Senator from Ore
gon EMr. CoRDON] are absent by leave of 
the Senate because of attendance at an 
important committee meeting. If pres
ent and voting the Senator from New 
Jersey would vote "nay." 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the Sen
ator from Kentucky EMr. BARKLEY], the 
Senator from Texas EMr. CoNNALLY], the 
Senator from Georgia EMr. GEORGE], and 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HATCH] are absent by leave of the Senate 
because of attendance at an il'nport'ant 
meeting of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
DowNEY], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. TYDINGS], and the Senator . from 
New York EMr. WAGNER] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from West Virginia EMr. 
KILGORE] is absent on public business. 

The Senator from Oklahoma EMr. 
THOMAS l is absent on official business 
at one of the Government departments. 

The Senator from New York EMr. 
WAGNER] has a general pair with the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED]. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY], the Senator 
from California [Mr. DowNEY], the Sen
ator from Georgia EMr. GEORGE], the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. HATCH], 
the Senator from West Virgiria EMr. 
KILGORE], and the Senator from New 
York EMr. WAGNER] would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 26, 
nays 48, as follows: 

Brooks 
Butler 
Cain 
Capehart 
Dworshak 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Gurney 

Aiken 
Ball 
Brewster 
Bridges 
Buck 
Byrd 
Capper 
Chavez 
Cooper 
Donnell 
Eastland 
Flanders 
Fulbright 
Green 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 

YEA8-26 
Hawkes 
Ives 
Kern 
McCarthy 
McKellar 
Malone 
Martin 
Moore 
Murray 

NAY8-" 8 

Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Know land 
Langer 
Lodge 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McGrath 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
May bank 

Overton 
Revercomb 
Taft 
Thye 
Watkins 
Wherry 
Williams 
Wilson 

Millikin 
Myers 
O'Conor 
O'Dan 1el 
O'Mahoney 
Pepper 
Robertson, Va. 
Russell 
Saltonst all 
Sparkman 
:St ewart 
Taylor 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Umstead 
Young 

NOT VOTING-21 

Baldwin George Smith 
Barkley Hatch Thomas, Okla. 
Bricker Jenner Tydings 
Bushfield Kilgore Vandenberg 
Connally Morse Wagner 
Cordon Reed White 
Downey Robertson, Wyo. Wiley 

So the motion to lay on the t able was 
rejected. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on the amendment 
~tiered by the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. TOBEY] to the first amend
ment of the committee. 

TRIAL PIECES OF COINS 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
Monday, when the calendar was called, 
the Senator from Nevada objected to two 
numbers on Calendar No. 36, Senate 
bill 565, and Calendar No. 37, Senate bill 
566. I now ask the attention of the Sen
ator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. At 
that time I was not fully apprised or in
formed as to the purport of those bills. 
Since that time I have become conver
sant with the meanings of the bills. 

I now ask unanimous consent that I be 
permitted to withdraw my objection to 
Calendar No. 37, Senate bill566, and also 
to withdraw my motion to reconsider 
Senate bill565, Calendar No. 36. If there 
is no objection, I should like to have 
those ·measures taken up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nevada? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, that 
requires unanimous consent, does it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It does. 
Mr. McCARRAN. That is what I am 

asking. · 
Mr. WHERRY. Reserving the right 

to object, will the Senator restate his 
reasons for making the unanimous-con
sent. request at the present -time? 

Mr. McCARRAN. When the · calen
da~ was being called on Monday, last, I 
obJected to Calendar No. 37, Senate bill 
566. Calendar No. 36, Senate bill 565, 
had at that time already been pa.Ssed. 
I then moved to reconsider the vote by 
which S. 565 was passed. The bills per
tain to silver, arid I had not been advised 
as to the purport of them. Since · that 
time, I have become conversant with 
them and I have no Objection to their 
passage. I desire to withdraw my objec
tion and my motion to reconsider. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nevada to withdraw his motion to 
reconsider the vote by which the bill (S. 
565) to amend section 3539 of the Re
vised Statutes relating to taking trial 
pieces of coins was passed? The Chair 
hears none; the motion to reconsider is 
withdrawn, and the bill stands passed. 

FINENESS OF SILVER INGOTS AND 
WEIGHT OF SILVER. COINS 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I also 
request unanimous consent to withdraw 
my -objection to Senate bill 566. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nevada? The Chair hears none. 
The Chair now inquires if there is ob
jection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bil1 (S. 
566) to amend sections 3533 and 3536 
of the Revised ~tatutes with respect to 
deviations in standard of ingots and 
weight of silver coins, was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

The bill as passed is as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That section 3533 of the 

Revised Statutes (U. S. C., title 31, sec. 346) 

is amended by striking out ·the word "three
thousandths" and inserting in lieu thereof 
the word "six-thousandths." 

SEc. 2. Section 3536 of the Revised-Statutes, 
as amended (U. S. C., title 31, sec. 349), is 
amended to read as follows: 

"In adjusting the weight of silver coins the 
following deviations shall not be exceeded in 
any single piece: In the dollar, six grains; in 
the half-dollar, four grains; in the quarter
dollar, three grains; and in the dime, one 
and one-half grains." 

CENTRALIA COAL MINE DISASTER 

Mr. WHERRY obtained the :floor. 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. WHERRY. I yield to the Senator 

from Illinois. 
Mr. BROOKS. Out of order, I ask 

unanimous consent t'o submit a resolu
tion, and I ask that it be appropriately 
referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the resolution will be received. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, I should 
like to state that the resolution is con
cerned with the tragic explosion in the 
Centralia Coal Co. mine No. 5, announced 
in today's newspapers. From all the re
ports, 131 miners were trapped at the 
bottom of the shaft, 9 of them have been 
removed and are alive, l was removed 
dead, and 14 accounted for as dead. It 
is feared that the others may perish. I( 
they do it will be the worst mining tragedy 
in the United States. in 19 years. 

This mine was under the operation of 
the Federal Government, through the 
Secretary of the Interior. It has been 
stated that there were many violations, 
not only of the Federal safety rules, but 
of the rules for mine safety laid down by 
the State of Illinois. 

The resolution I have s·ubmitted pro
vides tha~ the Committee on Public 
Lands, or any duly authorized subcom
mittee thereof, is authorized and directed 
to make a full and complete investiga
tion of the mine explosion which occur
red at Centralia Coal Co. Mine No. 5, at 
Wamack, Dl., on March 25, 1947, with 
a view to determining the cause of such 
explosion, and whether adequate inspec
tion was being maintained. The com
mittee shall report its findings to -the 
Senate as soon as possible, including its 
findings as to the negligence, if any, of 

·any agency or official of the United States 
in connection with the explosion. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nebraska yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I am very glad to yield 
to the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I am very glad that 
the Senator from Illinois has submitted 
this resolution. When I picked up the 
newspaper this morning and read that a 
blast in a coal mine in Illinois had killed 
a large number of men, and that one
hundred odd more men were trapped, it 
concerned me, for it was a great tragedy. 
It is very important at this point to note 
that on November 4 to November 6, Mr. 
Frank Perz, a Federal coal-mine inspec
tor, made an inspection of No. 5 Mine of 
the Centralia Coal Co. in Illinois, the 
mine at which the tragedy occurred. A 
report was submitted to the Coal Mines 
Inspector, Mr. Collisson, on November 
26, 1946, and this report showed a wide-

spread violation of the safety laws· of the 
Federal Mine Safety Code. 

The Krug-Lewis agreement was ex
ecuted on May 29, i946. The report of 
the inspector shows a wholesale infrac
tion of the Federal Mine Safety Code, 
as a result of which, a death trap for 
some 130 men was created. To my mind, 
it is a disgrace for the Federal Govern
ment, in the operation of the coal mines, 
to permit a direct violation of all the 
safety codes to go on resulting in this 
great tragedy. I hold in my hand the 
recommendations of the inspector; first, 
his findings, and then his recommenda
tions. They are amazing, and yet the 
man who assumed the great responsibil
ity of properly and safely operating this 
mine, Mr. Krug, the Secretary of the 
Interior, is spending his time traveling 
all over the United States and all over 
the Pacific Ocean trying to build up a 
background for a Vice Presidential cam
paign. He is the man who, in · great 
arrogance, a very short t~e ago, wa-s 
reported as saying, "I don't care what the 
boys on the Hill do about appropriations, 
I can bring pressure enough to swing 
them into line." 

That arrogant bureaucrat who heads 
the Department of the Interior is the · 
man who today must assume the re
sponsibility for this mine disaster be
cause upon the basis ' of his inspector's 
report he could have ordered conditions 
corrected or closed the· mine. At the· 
present time he is in the process of re
moving the Director of Mines and putting 
in a man of his personal choice. The 
inaction of the Secretary or his repre
sentative preceding this great mine 
tragedy is·a disgrace. The Senator from 
Illinois is performing a real service in 
demanding a complete Senate investiga-· 
tion. When the full story is told, it will 
be a tragic revelation of Federal bureauc
racy at its worst. That is what we have 
in the operation of that mine in Illinois. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. I want to thank the 

Senator from Nebraska for his indul
gence. I also want to thank the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. BROOKS] and the Sen
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] 
for their interest in the miners of the 
United States. It seems, however, that 
it requires the happening of a tragedy 
such as this to can . the attention of the . 
Members of this J>ody and of the other 
House to the bleak sufferings of the min
ers o·f this country. Sometimes it seems 
we only think about them when some
thing happens such as the tragedy which 
occurred yesterday in Illinois. But when 
some of 11s try to obtain a small appro
priation in order to hire inspectors to 
inspect the mines of New Mexico, Colo
rado, Wyoming, Nebraska, or West Vir
ginia, Congress appears to get into an 
economical mood, and individual Mem
bers of Congress seem to suffer because 
of the tremendous Federal expenditures 
which would be involved in such an ap
propriation. 

Mr. President, I hope this tragic acci
dent in Illinois will be a lesson to us all. 
I hope in the future it will not require a 
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tragedy to make Members of Congress 
think about the miners. Only 2 or 3 
months ago we were condemning the 
coal miners, at least some persons. were 
condemning them, simply because they 
dared to express their rights as Ameri
cans. Then how our hearts bleed for 
them after they die in the guts of the 
earth. I hope this terrible tragedy will 
be a lesson to us all, and that the eco
nomically minded Senate will remember 
it when rEquests are made for appropri
ations to employ a few extra mine inspec
tors to protect the lives of miners. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. The speech just 

made by the able Senator from New 
Mexico might be appropriate, though I 
question it. It certainly is not appropri
ate in this instance, because I hold in my 
hand the report made by the Federal in
spector to the Secretary of the Interior, 
about which nothing was done. So it 
does not do any good to stand on the 
floor of the Senate and blame the Re
publicans or the Appropriations Com
mittee in this instance, because in this 
case the Federal inspector was paid, and 
there was sufficient money to send him 
to the mine to make the inspection. He 
was sent there, he went there, he made 
the inspection ·and submitted a report, 
but nothing was done about it. More 
appropriations in this ipstance would 
have done no good whatsoever. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator again yield so I may make a 
reply to the Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. I did not condemn a 

particular party or any one individual. I 
was condemning the Congress of . the 
United States. I do not care whether 
the blame for the accident lies with the 
Democrats or the Republicans. I am 
blaming the Congress for its failure to 
provide sufficient funds for inspection 
purposes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. In this instance I 

do not think the Senator from New Mex
ico should even blame the Congress of 
the UniteC States, or any ·Member of it. 
The reason I say that is that I hold in 
my hand the report which was submitted 
by the inspector. If anyone is to be 
blamed in this instance it should be the 
administration. Blame those responsible 
for looking after the mines and the safety 
of the miners. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Whoever is to blame 
should receive the blame irrespective of 
party politics or party advantage. But 
I insist again that w.e should remember 
the miner at times other than when he 
suffers and dies. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I agree with that 
statement. Not more than 10 days ago 
I read a letter which I received from 
the Secretary of the Interior, and a letter 
from the head of the miners' union, and 
a.sked Congress to take some action to 
bring together the miners, the operators, · 
and officials of the Government to settle 
the mess we are in in respect to the coal .. 

mining industry of America. I still 
think that should be done. Unless it is 
done I believe more accidents will occur. 
It is likewise true that the Federal 
Government cannot function without 
the continued operation of our major 
industries. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will t.he Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. · 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

We all regret the accident which hap
pened yesterday in Illinois. There is no 
use in our trying to lay the blame for the 
accident on any particular party. We 
do not know what caused the accident. 
We do know that it is probable that if 
proper inspection had been made there 
would have been no accident in the 
mine. 

Last year I introduced a mine safety 
bill which carried an appropriation of 
$5,000,000. The purpose was to arouse the 
industries of the United States to the 
need for reducing the accidents. The 
Committee on Education and Labor 
unanimously reported that bill. It came 
to the Senate floor. Objection was made 
to it on the floor, and it was never allowed 
to be voted upon in the Senate. A sim
ilar bill is now in committee. I believe 
if that bill is adopted it will result in 
reducing accidents in the United States, 
and greatly decrease the money losses 
which result from such accidents. The 
country is losing more than $2,000,000,000 
a year by reason of accidents. Let us do 
something in the future about this prob
lem; let us not argue about what has 
happened in the past. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. MYERS. I have just taken from 

the clerk's desk the original copy of the 
resolution offered by the Senator from 
Illinois, and I will say I am in whole
hearted ·accord with the purposes of the 
resolution. Many miners have gone to 
their eternal reward while toiling in the 
mines. They have died in the earth, and 
their families have lost fathers or hus
bands or brothers. But in the face of 
such a great tragedy I do not believe 
politics should be allowed to enter into 
consideration of the question. Whether 
Federal inspectors, or whether lllinois 
State inspectors are at fault, is not the 
question before us. But now, simply be
cause there has been a great mine dis
aster, because tragedy has entered the 
homes of many persons in Illinois, we 
find the Secretary of the Interior in
dicted, tried, convicted, and judged 
guilty right here on the :floor of the 
Senate. Are we here to investigate this 
tragedy? I hope the Senate will adopt 
the resolution. Are we then going to 
have an impartial and a nonpolitical 
investigation? Or when an accident oc
curs, perhaps because an inspector has 
not performed his duty, or because some
one in the Interior Department has not 
performed his, or even because the Sec
retary of the Interior may or may not 
have performed the duty devolving upon 
him, are we going to indict those in
dividuals and try them the moment a 
resolution is submitted? 

Mr. President, I say it is about time 
for us to forget partisan politics and to 
begin to get down to work for the peo
ple of America. There are tremendous 
issues pending before Congress. Why 
can we not debate them on their merits? 
The coal-mine accident presents to us 
a serious problem. Why not refer the 
resolution to the appropriate committee 
for proper action? I sincerely hope and 
trust that the Committee on Public 
Lands when it begins consideration of 
the resolution, consider it in the same 
frame of ~ind evidenced by some Sena
tors before the matter is even before the 
Senate. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. The allegation was 

made a few minutes ago that the funds 
appropriated for coal mine inspection for 
the current year are inadequate. I have 
just checked with the clerk of the Appro
priations Committee, and I am advised 
that the Bureau of the Budget a year ago 
requested $1,178,000 to take care· of coal 
mine inspections this year. The House 
increased tpat figure to $1,483,000, which 
figure was later approved by the Senate. 
So that actually for the current year 
there is available for coal mine inspec
tion $305,000 in .excess of the amount re
quested by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am prompted to 

intervene to say that if I have correctly 
understood the Senator from Idaho, the 
information which he has just given to 

' the Senate gives an incorrect impression. 
The Senate increased the fund available 
for coal mine inspection by $305,000 over 
that which was recommended-by the Ap
propriations Committee because I had 
the opportunity myself to offer the agree
ment upon the floor of the Senate to in
crease that appropriation. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the junior Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. REVERCOMBJ, and the senior 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
KILGORE] all joined with me upon the 
floor in urging the increased appropria
tion. It was the Senate and not the 
House which increased the appropriation. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield 
Mr. DWORSHAK. I received this in

formation from the clerk of the Appro
priations Committee of the Senate. I 
reiterate that the Bureau of the Budget 
requested only $1,178,000. ' On the floor of 
the House during the consideration of the 
bill that body adopted an amendment 
raising the sum of $1,178,000 to $1,483,000. 
When the bill was considered by the 
Appropriations Committee of the Senate 
I understand that a reduction was made, 
because the Bureau had not requested the 
additional amount; but that on the floor, 
as the Senator from Wyoming has indi
cated,. the original House language pro
viding $1,483,000 was approved. Thus 
the House and Senate figures coincided 
on this item and the final appropriation 
approved by the Congress provided 
$305,000 more than the Bureau of the 
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Budget had asked for coal-mine inspec
tion. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. My point was to 

make clear that the Senate increased the 
appropriation above the amount reported 
by the committee.· There was quite a 
lengthy discussion on the subject on the 
ftoor at that time. It is only necessary 
to refer to the RECORD to get the facts. 
I understood the Senator from Idaho to 
say that the increase had peen made in 
the House above the Senate figure. If 
he did not make that statement, I mis
understood his remarks. 

Mr. BRIDGES and Mr. REVERCOMB 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Nebraska yield, and if 
so, to whom? ·, 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield ·first to the 
Senator from New Hamps.hire. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, this is 
not a question of appropriatiQns. 'l;'hat 
is beside the point. Let us keep the rec
ord straight. From November 4 to . No
vember 6, Mr. Frank Perz, a Federal coal 
mine inspector, made an examination of 
the mine in which the disaster occurred 
last night, ·Mine No. 5 of the Centralia 
Coal Co., in Illir10is. He reported vari
ous violations of the Federal Mine Safety 
Code. The report was submitted to his 
chief, Capt. N.H. Collisson, coal mine in
spector, on November 26, 1946. The re
port showed widespread violations. I am 
told that there were probably 57 dif
ferent violations of the Federal Safety 
Code which was agreed upon in the so
called Krug-Lewis agreement. 

What happened? The Federal Gov
ernment, the Department of the Interior, 
headed by Mr. Krug, failed to do any
thing. Yes~erday a great tragedy oc-

. curred. Men are dying. Women and 
children are left widows and orphans as 
a result, probably, of failure on the part 
of the Federal Government, which is op
erating the mines, to live up to the rec
ommendations of its own inspector. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senator from New 

Mexico is not trying to accuse anyone 
connected with the F~deral Government 
or any other agency who might have 
been responsible for the tragedy which 
occurred in Illinois. The point I was 
trying to make, and still insist on mak
ing, is that it requires a tragedy such as 
this to bring to our· minds the trials and 
tribulations of those who delve under the 
earth for a living. If the Senator from 
Idaho, and other Senators, would only 
investigate the amount of money appro
priated, in an effort to provide the neces
sary inspections for the protection of 
miners, and divide it among the mines 
of the United States, they would find 
that the Congress was very negligent, 
and that the amount was extremely in
significant. 

I do not care who is to blame. Who
ever is to blame in Illinois should be 
condemned. But we should not forget 
our own responsibility in the matter. 
'Ve should try to think of the miner at 

·other times than when he is to be buried. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. I had not in

tended to speak upon this subject. A 
great tragedy has occurred in a coal 
mine. The question has been raised as 
to responsibility. Some question has 
been raised. as to appropriations for in
spection of mines by the Congress. I 
think the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY] and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. DwoRSHAK] have made it quite 
clear that the Congress appropriated for 
inspection an amount considerably in ex
cess of what was requested by the ex
ecutive department. 

I recall very distinctly the action 
taken by the Senate. I joined with the 
Senator from ·wyoming and other Sena
tors in urging an increase in the amount 
for Federal inspection of mines. I 
joined in . that effort because ·it was a 
safety measure. It was a course which 
I have always felt I should follow and 
which I have always followed. Wher
ever the safety of a man is involved, no 
cnances should be taken. 

It seems to me that when we discuss 
what we have appropriated, · that is 
somewhat aside the point .here. 'Al
though we made a vail able money in ex
cess of that requested, We should beaT 
in mind the- situation which exists in 
this case, whoever may ·be at fault. An 
inspection was made, and a report of 
the inspection was made to the Federal 
administrator. The accident followed 
that report, which showed faults and 
dangers in the mine, dangers known to 
the Federal administrator. 

I hope that this investigation will be 
carried forward. While it cannot re
lieve the distress which arises from this 
tragedy, it may be of some help in pre
venting similar occurrences in the 
future. -

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield to the Senator 
from Idaho. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I do not 
want to beat my breast over the tragedy 
which has occurred. It is deplorable. 
We all regret it exceedingly and want to 
do what we can to prevent such accidents 
in the future. 

I feel that the statement of the Sena
tor from New Hampshire, that Mr. Krug 
is responsible for this mine· tragedy, is 
political drivel. Mr. Krug is not operat
ing the mines in fact. We all know that 
all the Government did was to run up a 
flag over the m,ines. The operators are 
continuing to operate the mines, and if 
anyone has been negligent it is the mine 
owners. We know very well that the 
mine owners are receiving the profits 
from the mines, and shifting to the Fed
eral Government the responsibility of op
erating them, because the operators are 
incapable of reaching an agreement with 
their workers. 

Frankly, I believe that the idea that 
the miners are working for the Govern
ment or that the Government is actually 
operating the mines is a farce. Let us 
not, for political purposes, try to make it 
appear that Mr. Krug should be there 

with his cap and miner's lamp on, seeing 
how the mines are going. Federal opei·a
tion is only figurative. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. . 
Mr. FERGUSON·. I believe that the 

subject which has been brought to the 
attention of the Senate by the able Sen
ator from Illinois (Mr. BROOKS] is so im
portant that I now ask unanimous con
sent to suspend the rule and immediately 
consider the resolution in order that it 
may be adopted. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Michigan asks unanimous 
consent that the unfinished business be 
temporarily laid aside for the purpose of· 
suspending the rule and considering at 
this time the resolution submitted by the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. BaooKsJ. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. The resolution will 
be read for the information of the Sen
ate. 

The resolution <S. Res. 98) was read, 
as follows: 

Resolved, That the -Committee on ·Public 
Lands, or any duly author;zed subcommittee 
thereof, is a\lthorized and directed to make 
.a full and complete investigation of the mine 
explosion which occurred at the Centralia 
Coal Mine No. 5, Womac, lll., on March 25, 
1947, with a view to tletermining the cause 
of such explosion, whether all mine safe~ y 
requirements and provisions were being ob
served , and wnether adequate inspection was 
being maintained. The committee shall re
port its findings to the Senate as soon as ws
sible including its findings as to the negli
gence, 1f any, of any agency or offi.cial of the 
United States in connection with such ex
plosion. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, before 
voting I desire to say a word with ref
erence to the resolution. I regret the 
awful tragedy which has occurred ·in my 
State. I think the resolution is perfect
ly appropriate and that an investigation 
should be made. However, I hope that 
while the Federal Government. is now 
proceeding with such dispatch in making 
an investigation, the omcials of the State 
of Dlinois will also act with equal dis
patch, because, if I correctly understand 
the situation, while there is a Federal 
Safety Inspection Act, its enforcement is 
left to the States. If I am not correct 
I should like to have someone like the 
able Senator from West Virginia lMr. 
REVERCOMB], who comes from a coal
mining State, cbrrect me. 

In the past, attempts have been made 
in the Senate and in the House to pass 
a Federal safety inspection law with 
teeth in it, making examination and in
spection and the enforcement of safety 
rules definitely a responsibility of the 
Federal Government. 

Such proposed legislation has been de
feated in the past. I think I am correct 
in saying that the only power the Fed
eral Government has at the present time 
is inspection, examination, and recom
mendation, and that the real power of 
enforcement, so far as any penalties are 
concerned for failure to maintain a mine 
in proper condition, is a State matter. 
If I am wl'ong in that statement I should 
like to be corrected. 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 2615 
Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 

will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WHERRY. I yield 'to the Senator 

from West Virginia. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. I shall have to 

challenge that statement. Under the 
present situation it is my understand
ing-and I believe the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY] is as famil
iar with the situation as I am-that while 
the mines are under the control of the 
Federal Government any measure of 
safety can be enforced by the Federal 
Government. The Federal administra
tor could have closed the dangerous 
mine. It is also my understanding-and 
I state this in reply to what was said 
about responsibility by the senior Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. TAYLORJ-that this re
port was made to the Federal depart
ment and could have been acted upon 
by the Federal department, and that no 
action was taken. 

Mr. LUCAS. There can be _no ques
tion that the agent of the Federal Gov
ernment would make a report to the Fed
eral agency which is handling the situa
tion. But I should like to ask what the 
report shows as to recommendations in 
connection with the conditions found in 
this mine. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I have 
before me a list of the violations and con
ditions which were found, and the rec
ommendations. 

Mr. LUCAS. What are the recom
mendations? I should like to have the 
Senator read the recommendations. It 
seems to me that they are very impor
tant. 

Mr. BRIDGES. One of the inspector's 
findings was: 

Unsupported loose roof and overhanging 
ribs and brows were observed along practically 
all of the room-entry and intermediate haul

, ageways. And unsupported loose. roof was 
· observed along the roadways in a large num

ber of working places. 

The inspector's recommendation was 
as follows: 

The loose roof and overhanging ribs and 
brows along the room-entry and intermediate 
haulageways and along the roadways and 
working places should be either timbered 
adequately or taken down. 

There are 30 or 40 findings in the re
port. 

Mr. LUCAS. Let us take that one. To 
whom was that recommendation made? 

Mr. BRIDGES. To the Federal Gov-
ernment. . 

Mr. LUCAS. Where is the authority 
for the Federal Government to carry out 
the recommendation? 

Mr. BRIDGES. The Federal Govern
ment is operating the mine. 

Mr. LUCAS. Of course it is. But can 
the Federal Government supersede a 
State law, for instance, witll respect to 
examination and safety regulations? 

Mr. BRIDGES. The Supreme Court 
of the United States says that the Fed
eral Government has been operating the 
mines. I do not want to take issue with 
the Supreme Court. · 

Mr. LUCAS. I am raising the ques
tion because I think it is very impor
tant, in view of the wild or exaggerated 
statement made about my good friend 
Mr. Krug. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
it is my recollection that the law pro
vided for Federal inspection, and cer
tainly under Federal control the Admin
istrator could act to the extent of clos
ing down a mine and keeping men away 
if the conditions were found bad during 
the time of operation by the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator may be 
correct, and I shall not challenge the 
statement. But I know the situation 
before the Government took over the 
mines and I know the arguments which 
have been made upon the floor of the 
Senate regarding the Federal Govern
ment's taking over and· having complete 
control and jurisdiction as to inspection 
and examination and putting some teeth 
into the law, making mines safe from a 
Federal standpoint. Such legislation 
has been defeated in the past. 

Mr. REVERCOMB, Mr. BRIDGES, 
and Mr. FERGUSON addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. LUCAS. I will yield further to 
the Senator from West Virginia, because 
the Senator and I are talking business. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I thought the Sena
tor would yield to me, because he cut 
me off. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The Senator from 
Illinois is discussing the ·general ' pro
posal which has been before the Senate 
with respect to the Federal Government 
taking over the inspection of coal mines 
and taking them entirely away from 
State inspection. That proposal has 
been before the Senate in years past. 
I think it arose before I came to the 
Senate. The appropriation made last 
year and referred to by the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY] provided 
for additional Federal inspectors, and the 
laws as I understand them to exist today 
provide for Federal inspection by the 
Department of the Interior, and there is 
power to close a mine if it is in a danger-

. ous condition certainly while under Gov
ernment ownership. 

Mr. LUCAS. I shall not challenge the 
Senator. I hope to look up the law be
tween now and tomorow. But the Sena
tor will agree with me that if we have the 
power to close a mine it is because the 
Government is at the present time oper
ating the mines, and that is the only 
power we have. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I should want to 
consuft the statute as to that. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield to the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MYERS. Of course, the Senator 
is perfectly correct in the statement that 
there is no power in the Federal Gov
ernment to enforce recommendations 
made by mine inspectors. There is tech
nically that power in the case of coal 
mines, because the Federal Government 
happens to be in possession; but I hope 
that no Senator is of the opinion that 
these violations began to occur only when 
the Federal Government came into con
trol of these properties. Violations have 
been occurring constantly, but the Fed
eral Government never had and does not 
now have, except by reason of its tech
nical position, any power to enforce the 
recommendations of its mine inspectors. 

The Federal operation is technical. I 
think every Senator knows that we have 
argued for years as to whether the Fed
eral Government should be given power 
to enforce the recommendations of its 
mine inspectors. The operators in many 
areas of the country, to use a common 
expression, can thumb their noses at the 
recommendations of mine inspectors, ex
cept now probably, because of the tech
nical possession by the Government. 

I agree with the Senator that tech
nically the Government could close down 
any .mine. But what I object to is that 
before we even vote on the resolution 
or any amendment . and before any in
vestigation is made, some Senators at
tempt to place the responsibility on the 
Secretary of the Interior, and talk about 
a Vice Presidential candidacy. I hope 
this resolution will be adopted unani
mously. I hope the committee will con
duct a full-scale investigation both as ·to 
State and Federal action, and as to who 
may be at fault. We cannot restore to 
their families the men who have lost 
their lives, but probably we can do some
thing to prevent the occurrence of similar 
catastrophes. Let us, however, do it 
practically, let us do it decently, and let 
us do it nonpolitically. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Pennsylvania for his 
contribution to the discussion. He is ab
solutely correct. 

One of the primary reasons for inject
ing myself into the debate was because 
we know definitely that previous to the 
time when the Federal Government took 
over the mines, the inspection and exam
ination of mines · with respect to safety 
features and the imposition of penalties 
for violation of laws or regulations were 
strictly a State matter, and a State mat
ter alone. 

Now the Federal Government has 
taken over the mines, and has had con
trol of them for some months. As the 
able Senator from Pennsylvania has said, 
these violations undoubtedly have been 
going on for some time. 

Mr. BRIDGES and Mr. REVERCOMB 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Illinois yield; and if so, 
to whom? 

Mr. LUCAS. I ask the Senators who 
have addressed the Chair to wait for a 
moment, please. 

Mr. President, no doubt the violations 
have been going on for some· time, as I 
have said. I venture to say that they 
were going on in the Centralia mine long
before the Federal Oovernment took it 
over-in view of all the violations which 

· the able Senator from New Hampshire 
- has pointed out were found to exist in 
· that mine by the Federal inspectors. 

But I wish to make the point that we 
do not want to leave the impression that 
during all these years the Federal Gov
ernment has had under its charge the 
coal mine at Centralia, Ill. That is the 
impression which I am sure my able 
friend the Senator from New Hampshire 
would like to leave. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I asked 
the Senator to yield to me for a minute, 
but then he shut me off. 

Mr. LUCAS. I did so because I was 
asking the Senator from Pennsylvania a 
question, and I was afraid I might have 
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a little trouble with the. Senator from 
New Hampshire. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I have just two ques
tions which I should like to ask. One 
is this: If we do not have effective regu
lation of the mines now-and I ask this 
question because the Senator from Illi
nois has referred to political parties
what party is responsible; what admin
istration has been in power for the last 
14 years, with overwhelming majorities? 

Mr. LUCAS. That would be a hard 
question to answer. [Laughter.] 

Does the Senator from New Hamp
shire wish to propound another question 
now? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes. 
Mr. LUCAS. Does the Senator wish 

to propound a question equally difficult 
to answer? 

M.r. BRIDGES. My second question is 
this: If a Federal mine inspector in
spected these mines in early November 
and made his report to his chief in the 
Bureau of Mines in th~ latter part of 
November, is it ·concei~able to the Sen
ator from Illinois that any responsible 
Federal official, knowing that those dan
gers and violations existed and having 
had them called to his attention, would 
permit men to operate or work in a mine' 
in which those dangers were found by 
the Federal Government's own repre
sentatives to exist. To me, it is incon
ceivable. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I more or 
less agree with the able Senator from 
New Hampshire that the conditions were 
sueh that certainly whoever had the re
sponsibility of enforcing the safety regu
lations and seeing that the ·mines were 
in safe condition should have done so. 
But before I give the Senator from New 
Hampshire a final answer, I desire to 
examine · the report carefully, and find 
out from Secretary Krug or someone in 
the Department just what has been done 
with respect to that matter. After I 
have done that, I may have something 
more to say about it, tomorrow. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to make this observation: 
There t:•as a very disastrous mine ex
plosion in my State, last year, which or
phaned and widowed many persons, per
haps more than were affected by the 
grievous disaster of which we are speak
ing today. The mines were then in 
charge of the operators. I do not recall 
that any great hubbub was raised in the 
Senate in regard to that explosion, at 
the time when it occurred. Of course, 
the Federal Government was not even 
in technical charge of the mines at that 
time; and I suppose there was no dis
position to criticize the operators. Fur
thermore, as I recall, the comment which 
was made regarding it revealed a con
fiict of authority, to some extent, be
tween the Federal Government and the 
State government. The State govern
ments heretofor~ have assumed primary 
responsibility for the enforcement of 
safety provisions for mines within their 
borders. 

The Congress has provided modest 
funds-inadequate funds, I think-for 
the Bureau of Mines, in the Department 
of the Interior, to make inspections of 

the mines. That has been done for 
many years. All the Federal inspectors 
can do is make inspections. Confiicts 
have heretofore occurred between the 
jurisdiction of the Federal inspectors 
and the jurisdiction of State inspectors 
in regard to the inspection of mines. In 
any event, after the Federal inspectors 
have made their inspections, they sub
mit their reports to the Department of 
the Interior. So far as I recall, the De
partment of the Interior has never had 
any authority to carry out the recom
mendations made by the Federal inspec
tors. The Department of the Interior 
has never been given by Congress any 
funds with which to install safety ap
pliances, not even those recommended 
by Federal inspectors. It may be-and 
on this matter I am inclined to take the 
same position I have heretofore taken
that there is a Federal responsibility 
without regard to the question of t-echni
cal operation of mines by the Federal 
Government in an emergency or on 
account of a strike. · 

When the investigation is made by the 
committee called for by the resolution
and I am sure it will be made, and I 
c~rtainly want it to be made-! hope the 
committee will not only go thoroughly 
into the question of the responsibility for 
this particular disaster, but also will 
broaden the inquiry beyond that, and will 
report to the Senate and to the country 
regarding the inefficiency of mine safety 
appliances in mines throughout the 
United States. Regardless of whether 
such inefficiency is a responsibility of 
the States or of the Federal Government, 
I should like to have the committee re
port on the extent to which there is any 
confiict between the State authority and 
Federal authority in regard to safety con
ditions in the mines and the inspections 
made by mine inspectors. 

I should also like them to report con
cerning whether the taking over of mines 
during an emergency, on the occasion 
of a threatened strike or during the 
existence of a strike, has resulted in the 
automatic withdrawal of the State au
thorities, who had a primary responsibil
ity, from inspections and from enforce
ment of the State laws with respect to 
mine safety. I should like to have that 
done in order that we may determine the 
real responsibility which any State Gov
ernment, not only of Illinois, but of Ken
tucky, West Virginia, Pennsylvania, and 
every other State, may be held to have 
for these matters in the future. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. In view of the fact 

that the Congress passed an act appro
priating money so that approximately 
40 additional inspectors, as I recall
making a total of 202 Federal inspec
tors-might be employed by the Federal 
Government to inspect the coal mines 
in the United States, does the Senator 
from Kentucky think there is a primary 
obligation on the States to inspect the 
mines, inasmuch as the Federal Govern
ment, acting through the Department of 
the Interior, had control of the mines, 
furnished the money for the inspections, 
and employed the i~pectors? .I wonder 

whether the Senator from Kentucky 
means to imply that the State had any 
inspection duty higher than that -of the 
Federal Government, in view of the fact 
that the Federal Government provides for 
employing inspecto.rs, and employs them 
for that purpose. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I was speaking of 
the responsibility of the State in a broad 
and general sense, independent of any 
operation of the mines by the Federal 
Government. I do not recall that Con
gress has given any greater authority to 
the Federal officers to enforce the recom
mendations for the installation of safety 
appliances in the mines while they are 
operated by the Government than they 
previously had. 

A very proper question, it seems to me, 
is whether, notwithstanding technical 
F~deral operation of the mines, which 
has extended longer than was expected, 
and Jonger than any of us desired, if the 
difficulty could have been composed be
fore, the Department of the Interior had 
any funds with which it could, out of the 
Treasury of the United States, have in
stalled safety appliances, or whether it 
had the right to reach into the treasury 
of the operating companies to carry out 
a recommendation made by a Federal 
inspector. Those are matters which I 
think should be looked into and reported 
to the Senate, so that we may know here
after what the situation is, and assess 
the relative responsibility of both local 
governments and of the Federal Govern
ment, even during Federal operation, 
and ce1·tainly when there is no Federal 
operation. 

Mr REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Kentucky yield? 
· · Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. I hope that out of 
the proposed investigation will come rec
ommendations with respect to inspection. 
I do not know of any provision whereby 
the Federal Government might install 
appliances, but there is no doubt, is 
there, I ask the Senator from Kentucky, 
that the Federal Government could have 
closed d-own that mine once it found it 
was unsafe? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I suppose the Federal 
Government could close a-mine for any 
reason, but I do not understand that by 
reason of the Federal operation of mines 
the State withdrew from the exercise of 
the police power it has always had under 
the laws of the State. 

Mr. o·MAHONEY. Mr. President-
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. The resolution 

authorizing the Committee on Public 
Lands to make an investigation of this 

· unfortunate coal mine accident in Dli
nois is defective, as I have read it, in that 
it does not provide any funds to enable 
the committee to carry on the investi-
gation. _ 

The matter is of such grave impor
tance, involving as it does weakness of 
State law and weakness of Federal law 
governing the inspection of coal mines, 
that I feel the committee should be 
authorized to spend a reasonable sum 
to conduct the investigation. Otherwise 
only a cursory and ineffective study can 
be made. Therefore, Mr. President, I 
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intend to offer this amendment, adding 
section 2 to the bill in the usual form 
provided in ·such cases: 

SEc. 2. The expenses of the committee 
under this resolution, which shall not exceed 

· $5,000, shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved 
by the chairman of the committee. 

Before asking the Chair to put that 
amendment, however, I desire to advert 
to some testimony which was presented 
to the Committee on Appropriations last 
year _when this matter was under con-
'>ideration. · 

The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for June 
19, 1946, on page 7140, shows that a com
mittee amendment was presented on that 
date to the Department of the Interior 
appropriation bill, under the heading 
"Bureau of Mines," to strike out the ap
propriation which was passed by the 
House of $1,483,000, and insert in lieu 
thereof $1,178,000. On that day, acting 
on behalf of a group of Senators, includ
ing the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. BARKLEY], the Senators from West 
Virginia [Mr. KILGORE and Mr. REVER
COMB], and myself, I resisted the com
mittee amendment and urged that the 
305,000 which was being stricken out 
should be restored to the bill. In sup
port of that, I find that I had pointed 
out that there were some 3,100 coal 
mines in the United States, employing 
25 miners or more each; and that the 
Bureau of Mines, which under the law is 
authorized to inspect these mines, had 
only 157 inspectors. The purpose of the 
amendment was to enable the Bureau to 
employ 45 additional inspectors. The 
committee amendment reducing the 
amount was rejected, so that the $305,-
000 was restor~d. 

The Coal Mine Inspection Act was not 
enacted until 1941. It was approved 
May 7, 1941, and it amounts to little more 
than an authorization to the Bureau of 
.Mines in the Department of the Interior 
to conduct investigations and inspections 
and to make reports. The law is chap
ter 87 of the Public Laws of the Seventy
seventh Congress, first session. 

Dr. Sayers, who was at that time the 
head of the Bureau of Mines, was ques
tioned by the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. GREEN]. This appears on page 948 
of the Senate hearings on the Interior 
Department appropriation bill for 1947: 

Senator GREEN. What is the course of the 
report after an inspector makes it? 

Dr. SAYERS. A copy of an abridged prelim
inary report is tacked up on a bulletin board 
outside the mine, within a short time (pos
sibly within a few days) after the mine in
spection has been completed. 

Senator GREEN. · Does it have to be approved 
by anyone? 

Dr. SAYERS. Yes; it is approved by the en
gineer in charge of the district. Then an
other and more complete report is formulated 
for review by various supervising heads. The 
district engineer reviews it and then it is 
sent to Washington ~nd again carefully re
viewed. Copies of that final report, which 
is held to a reasonable minimum as to 
length, go to the State mine inspector, to 
the operator, and to the union, in its na
tional, district, and local offices; in addition, 
a copy is retained at the district engineer's 

office of this Bureau and in the Washington 
office of the Bureau, and the copies in the 
Bureau's offices are at all times open to the 
public to read. 

In this way they are all informed. 
In addition, in order to comply with the 

law as to publicizing this report, it is ab
stracted and a news release is prepared and 
sent to the papers in the mine locality for 
publicatiot .. and I assure you they are pub
lished regularly. In States where they have 
laws covering safety in coal mi~ing, the State 
inspector of mines sees that wherever the 
law is being disobeyed as shown by Federal 
inspection reports, the offending mine is 
called upon to obey the law. 

It will be observed irom this that a 
difficulty is created by reason of the con
ftict of law. In some States there are 
effective mine-inspection laws, in some . 
States the mine-inspection laws are very 
poor, and in some States there are none. 
So the problem of final enforcement i 
a State coal mine is always one of great
est difficulty, and heretofore, as one 
reads the testimony presented before the 
Appropriations Committee, it would seem 
that the reports of the inspectors had 
sanction only to the extent that publicity 
was given to the reports. 

I feel that, great as this tragedy has 
been, it may prove to be the reason for 
an improvement of tile law, both the Fed
eral law and of the State law. In any 
event, it is clear, Mr. President, it seems 
to me, that the resolution ought to be 
amended so as to provide a sum of at 
least $5,000 from the Contingent Fund 
of the Senate, in order to carry on the 
investigation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore . • The 
question is on the amendment offered by 

·the Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 

may I address a question tq the Senator 
from Wyoming? The testimony he has 
read bearing upon the question of the 

· appropriation deals with the subject of 
the inspection laws under the Federal 
Government in ordinary times, and by 
ordinary times I mean when the opera
tion of a mine was in the hands of its 
owner. It did not deal with the situa
tion when the Government had charge. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Oh, no; certainly 
not. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. The question here 
raised is as to .the power of the Govern
ment when it takes charge to close a 
mine upon a report made to it. The 
testimony read by the Senator from 
Wyoming deals with cases when a mine 
is in private ownership and private op
eration. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct. 
That is the only law we have. I might 
say that section 5 of title XXX of the 
United States Code, the original Bureau 
of Mines law, authorizes-

The Director of the Bureau • • • to 
prepare and publish, subject to the direc
tion of the Secretary of the Interior, under 
the appropriations made from time to time 
by Congress, reports of inquiries and inves
tigations, with appropriate recommendations 
of the Bureau, concerning the nature, causes, 
and prevention of accidents, and the im
provement of conditions, methods, and equip
ment, with special reference to health, safety, 
and prevention of waste in the mining, 

quarrying, metallurgical and other mineral 
industries. 

These reports, as the inquiry last year 
indicated, are made annually and in a 
complete form, but as I said, the law it
self is defective in that it lacks the sanc
tions which would seem to be necessarily 
required to prevent the constant recur
rence of these tremendous tragedies in 
the coal mines. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I feel, 
as do some of the other Senators who 
have expressed themselves this after
noon, that this is not the moment to 
decide the facts upon which the investi
gation is to proceed. I think the tragedy 
is an appalling one which requires Con
gress to make an investigation; certainly 
we desire that an investigation be made; 
but I have been interested in one or two 
observations which I think should be 
commented upon at this time. 

In the first place, frequent reference 
has been made by some of those who have 
spoken to the alleged technical possession 
by the United States Government. I ob
serve nothing in the statutes of the 
United States which refers to the posses
sion which the United Sta.tes Govern
ment has of these mines as being purely 
technical. 

The Senator from Idaho said we all 
know that that is a method of conduct
ing operations; that it is a technical 
possession only. If it is, Mr. President, 
I undertake to say that, as I understand 
the laws of the United States, the offi
cials who have given back to anyone 
else the authority actually to operate 
these mines have themselves been guilty 
·of violations of the laws of the United 
States. I know of nothing in the stat
utes of the United States which permits 
the President of the United States or 
any executive department of the Gov
ernment to take merely a technical pos
session and then divest himself or itself 
of all responsibility, moral, legal, or 
otherwise, with respect to the purpose 
for which such possession has been 
taken. 

It is my understanding that the pos
session of the mine in which this terrible 
disaster has occurred inured to the Gov
ernment by virtue of the Smith-Con
nally. Act. If I am in error on that; I 
shall be glad to be corrected. 

I observe, Mr. President, by an inspec
tion of that act at the moment, that it 
provides that the President is empowered 
to "take immediate possession of any 
plant upon a failure to comply with any 
such provisions, and the authority grant
ed by this section for the use and opera
tion by the United States." 

I pause, Mr. President, to say that 
nothing is said there about any technical 
possession, about any technical operation. 

The authority-

! read again-
granted by this section for the use and op
eration by the United States or in its in
terests of any plant of which possesison is so 
taken, shall also apply as hereinafter pro
vided to any plant, mine, or facility equipped 
for the manufacture, production, or mining 
of any articles or materials which may be 
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required for the war effort or: which may be 
useful in connection therewith. 

Then it proceeds, Mr. President: 
Such power-

It does not say-anything about a tech
nical power-

such power and authority-

It says nothing, Mr. President, about 
a technical authority-
may be exercised by the President through 
such department or agency of the Govern
ment as he may designate, and may be exer
cised with respect to any such plant, mine, 
or facility whenever the President finds, after 
investigation, and proclaims that there is an 
interruption of the operation of such plant, 
mine, or facility-

And 1 so forth. Mr. President, if the 
United States Government has taken 
possession of mines and facilities and 
then coolly disregards all of the respon
sibility, taking the position when a great 
disaster occurs involving the lives of a 
hundred or more men that all the respon
sibility it had was a little bit of a techni
cality which can be disregarded and 
thrown off upon the occasion of such a 
tragedy-! want to say if that is the po
sition of the United States Government, 
Congress had better pass some further 

. legislation, in my judgment, which will 
awaken the executive department of 
the Government to the fact that it 
does have, not a mere technical, but a 
legal and a moral obligation. 

Mr. President, I shall consume but a 
very few moments more of the Senate's 
time. Some reference has been made to 
the question as to whether or not the 
Secretary of the Interior· has any author
ity in connection with the operation of 
these mines to do anything. I have not 
had the time to make anything except a 
very cursory and hurried examination, 
and I am not undertaking to say that the 
language to which I shall call attention 
in a moment necessarily imposes any ob
ligation upon the Secretary of · the In
terior. But I do say that the committee 
which I trust will be duly constituted in a 
few moments should take into considera
tion, among other things, the question as 
to whether or not the legislation to which 
I referred does impose an obligation on 
the Secretary of the Interior, and if it 
does not, that there should be sufficient 
new legislation recommended by the com
mittee to impose such a responsibility 
upon some ofiicial at any rate, who shall 
have charge of the management of oper
ation of such facilities. 

I call attention, Mr. President, to 55 
Statutes, at page 178, being a portion of 
the public laws enacted on May 7, 1941, 
and I quote this language from section 6 : 

The Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the United States Bureau of Mines, 
is hereby authorized and directed-

• 
(d) To expend the funds made available 

to him for the protection or advancement of 
health or safety in coal mines, and for the 
prevention or relief of accidents or occupa
tional diseases therein, in such lawful man
ner as he may deem most effective in the 
light of the information obtained under this 
act to promote the accomplishment of the 
objects for wMch such funds are granted. 

Mr. President, I call attention·further, 
not, as I said, with a view of determin-

ing with any finality whether this lan
guage does or does not impose upon the 
Secretary of the Interior the responsi
bility to which I refer, but solely for the 
purpose of the committee taking this 
language into consideration with a view 
to recommending such, if any, additional 
legislation as may be needed. 

I call attention to the fact that 
whereas the language which I have read 
refers to the expenditure of funds made 
available to the Secretary of the Interior 
for the protection or advancement of 
health or safety in coal mines, and so 
forth, in the act of Congress passed, and 
approved on July 1, 1946, namely, the 
appropriation bill for the Interior De
partment, and particularly the Bureau 
of Mines, there is appropria~d $1,019,-
000 for various purposes, included in 
which is this: 

For salaries and expenses necessary for the 
investigation and improvement of mine
rescue and first-aid methods and appliances 
and the teaching of mine safety, rescue, and 
first-aid methods; investigations as to the 
causes of mine explosions, causes of falls of 
roof and coal, methods of mining, especially 
in relation to the safety of miners, the 
possible improvement of conditions under 
which mining operations are carried on-

And so forth. In conclusion, Mr . 
President, I submit, first, that all the 
talk upon the floor this afternoon with 
respect to the United States Govern
ment, after having taken over a mine, 
having only technical possession and re
sponsibility, is to my mind not founded 
upon any law, any section of the statutes, 
any paragraph, semicolon, or otherwise, 
in the statutes of the United States. If 
there is any conception on the part of 
the Federal Government that its duty is 
solely technical, one of two things should 
happen·. Either the Government should 
have it called to its attention that its 
duty is not merely technical, or, if there· 
should be additional legislation to make 
the duty other than technical, we should 
have such legislation. 

Finally, as I have indicated, clearly 
from the excerpt which I have read from 
55 Statutes, page 178, it has been the 
intention of Congress to place upon the 
Secretary of the Interior the privilege 
and the obligation to extend the funds 
made available to him for the protection 
or advancement of health or safety in 
coal mines in such lawful manner as he 
may deem most effective in the light of 
the information obtained under the act, 
to promote the accomplishment of the 
objects for which such funds are appro
priated. 

Finally, there is strong reason to be
lieve that the language which I quoted 
from the appropriation act of last year 
may give him the authority to expend 
those funds. It it does not, Mr. President, 
we should have sufficient amplifying leg
islation to confer not only the power, but 
the duty upon him in the future. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DONNELL. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. In connection with the 

legislation which the Senator proposes, 
does he not also believe that when the 
committee makes an investigation it 
should recommend to the Congress an ap
propTi.al;ion of sufiicieJ:?.t fupds so that the 

widows and children may be properly 
taken care of in case the Government is 
to blame? 

Mr. DONNELL. I think that is a sub
ject well worthy of the careful and 
thoughtful consideration of the commit
tee. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
·offered by the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEYJ. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr .. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 

to· offer an amendment to the resolution. 
I would not consume the time of the Sen
ate even to offer an amendment, except 
for the fact that I think the resolution 
gives evidence of hasty draftsmanship. 
In my judgment it is not adequate to ob
tain all the facts which ought to be ob
tained if the investigation is to be made. 

Personally, I do not believe that any 
person, agency, corporation, or other 
identifiable cause of this disaster should 
be overlooked or shielded. If this investi
gation is worth making-which I think it 
is-it ought not to be made with the pur
pose of shielding anyone, a Federal om
cer or otherwise. 

In order that tbere may be sufficient 
background for the fullest possible in
vestigation by the committee, I think a 
few additional words should be added to 
the resolution. In order that I may 
make clear what I have in mind, let me 
read the language of the resolution: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Public 
Lands, or any duiy authorized subcommittee 
thereof, is authorized and directed to make 
a full and complete investigation of the 
mine explosion which occurred at the Cen
tralia .Coal Mine No. 5, Womac, Ill., on March 
25, 1947, with . a view to determining the 
cause of such explosion whether all mine 
safety requirements and provisio'ns were be
ing observed, and whether ·adequate inspec
tion was being maintained. 

After the word "provisions" I wish to 
add the words <~Federal or local", so that 
that clause would read: "whether all 
mine safety requirements and provisions, 
Federal or local, were being observed, 
and whether adequate inspection was be
ing maintained." 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ken-
tucky. · 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, I think 
there will be no objection to the lan
guage, but before making a definite 
statement to that effect, I wish to ex
press my great appreciation for the 
solicitude on the part of the minority 
leader that the resolution be all-encom
passing. The wording of the resolution 
is: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Public 
Lands, or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof, is authorized and directed to make 
a full and complete investigation of the 
mine explosion which occurred at the Cen
tralia. Coal Mine No. 5, Womac, Ill., on 
March 25, 1947, with a view to determining 
the cause of such explosion, whether all mine 
safety requirements and proviSions-

That certainly means "Federal or 
local," without adding the words "Fed
eral or local." 

I mention this point because I think it 
1s very significant. For the past several 
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months we have heard ringing through 
the halls of Congress the statement that 
the :9ederal Government has become all
powerful in the past 15 years and taken 
unto itself control of the economics and 
lives of the American people. Every 
time a Member on this side wishes to 
investigate something because the Fed
eral Government has control of it, we 
hear the cry of "politics" coming from 
the other side. In the words "Federal 
or local" in the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Kentucky we see an 
em~hasis of that attitude. 

I think it is high time to call a halt 
'to politics on the other side, or challeng
ing those of us on this side because we 
would like to have an investigation made. 
The local authorities do not operate the 
mines. Congress did not have the local 
authorities take over the mines. The 
purpose of the resolution is to investi
gate the operation by the Federal Gov
ernment, which Co11gress authorized. 
We do not limit the investigation. We 
say: "All mine safety requirements and 
provisions." 

The addition of "Federal and local" 
does not change the scope of the resolu
tion, no matter how much the minority 
at this moment seek a fuller investigation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, during 
the entire discussion this afternoon I 
have not mentioned the word "politics." 
I do not know who injected politfcs into 
this discussion, if it has been injected 
into it. A narrow-minded man might be 
prompted or goaded to say that the mere 
introduction of the resolution, in view of 
the fact tllat the Federal Government is 
in charge of the mine, was prompted by 
politics. I make no such statement. I 
have not even countenanced or encour
aged any such statement, and I do not 
think any such statement has been made. 
But I do not see how anyone who wants 
a full investigation can object to it being 
a full investigation, including an inves
tigation of every person, every agency, 
and every governmental authority which 
had any responsibility, whether it be a 
Federal or local authority. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. I agree with the 

able Senator from Kentucky that we 
want a full and complete investigation. 
Having that in mind, I moved to take 
up the resolution for immediate con
sideration, because I think it is vital that 
the men who are to do the investigating 
should be on the ground at the very ear
liest date following this great calamity. 
Knowing something about mines, I think 
that is a vital consideration. 

The able Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
BRooKs] has provided for a full and com
plete investigation. I know of no words 
that we can add to the resolution which 
would require the committee to do more 
than make a full and complete investiga
tion of everything connected with this 
subject. 

The resolution provides that the com
mittee shall make a full and complete 
investigation, including Federal agencies. 
I think the resolution as submitted by 
the able Senator from Illinois is com
plete. I have no objection to adding 
other words. The President pro tempore 

said yesterday that he was having lawyer 
trouble. It appears that we are having 
minority trouble here today in getting 
this resolution in satisfactory shape. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If the language which 
I have suggested adds nothing to the 
scope of the resolution, the minority 
trouble about which the Senator from 
Michigan complains could be resolved 
by accepting the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARK
LEY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have 

orie other amendment which is in har
mony with the one which I have just 
suggested. The last sentence of the res
olution is as follows: 

The committee shall report its findings to 
the Senate as soon as possible, including its 
findings as to the negligence, if any, of any 
agency or official of the United States in 
connection with such explosion. 

I wish to add certain language to that 
sentence. After the· word "States" in the 
last line I propose to add the following: 
"or any State, Government body, or any 
other person or corporation." 

So the findings of the committee may 
fix the responsibility anywhere it may 
properly lie, whether it be in a Federal 
agency, an individual, or corporation, or 
some other authority set up locally. It 
seems to me that if we are to ascertain 
the facts and fix the responsibility, it 
ought to be fixed where it belongs. 

I hope the Senate will adopt the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. . The 
question is on the amendment offered by : 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, I did 
not have any objection to the other 
words suggested and I have no objection 
to the amendment now proposed. I 
merely wish to point out that this pro
posed amendment adds nothing to the 
resolution. The resolution calls for a 
complete and full investigation and a 
report of the findings to the Senate. 
That is all-inclusive. In addition, it in
cludes the one agency of Government 
which has control, and not merely tech
nical control, of the mines. If we are 
to put into the hands of the Federal 
Government the responsibility of con
trolling enterprise ·in America, I think 
the Federal Government should be re
sponsible for its negligence1 especially 
when it takes human life to the extent 
that it apparently has done. 

I have no objection whatever to in
cluding the State government. It had 
nothing to do with operating the mine, 
so far as control of it was concerned, ex
cept official investigations which it may 
make of a corporation. 

I accept the amendment. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator 

from Indiana. 
Mr. CAPEHART. When can some

thing be fuller than full? 
Mr. BARKLEY. When it is superfull. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Kentucky, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
as amended. 

The resolution <S. Res. 98), as amend
ed, was agreed to. 

The resolution as amended is as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Public 
Lands, or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof, is authorized and directed to make 
a full and complete investigation of the mine • 
explosion which occurred at the Centralia 
Coal Mine No. 5, Womac, Dl., on March 25, 
1947, with a view to determining the cause 
of such explosion, whether all mine safety 
requirements and provisions, Federal, or local, 
were being observed, and whether adequate 
inspection was being maintained. The com
mittee shall report its findings to the Senate 
as soon as possible, including its findings as 
to the negligence, if any, of any agency or 
official of the United States or of any State, 
governmental body, or any other person or 
corporation in connection with such explo
sion. 

SEc. 2. The expenses of the committee 
under this resolution, which shall not ex
ceed $5,000, shall be paid from the contin
gent fund of the Senate upon vouchers ap
proved by the chairman of the committee. 

AMERICAN POLICY AS TO GREECE AND 
TURKEY-BROADCAST OF HEARINGS 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I should 
like to read an editorial from the Idaho 
Daily Statesman on the question of our 
policy in Greece and Turkey. The title 
of the editorial is "Give it to the UN.'' 
It reads: 

GIVE IT TO THE UN 

That the dead hand of the League of Na
tions-a hand weak, vacillating, unable to 
grasp a problem and settle it-should have 
stretched out from its grave and cast a shad
ow over the United Nations is an appalling 
fact. 

In the Greek crisis we have evidence of 
that. The League was destroyed within it
self because the member nations wer~ steeped 
in an aura of hypocrisy toward humanity. 
International politics and fear of one another 
so effectively blanked the League that it be
-came nothing more than a debating society 
with about as much power as a feather trying 
to resist a whirlwind. 

The world has just reaped the whirlwind. 
The product of that catastrophe, that unbe
lievable failure of mankind to prevent mass 
destruction, Is now fertilizing the bloody soil 
of Europe and the islands of the Pacific. 

Now we have the spectacle of a United Na
tions organization, an organization of the 
great and the small powers, supposedly im
bued with the power and the deliberating 
function sufficient to quell war or its breed
ing \7herever it appears, standing apparently 
immobile in the Greek situation. 

The United States, bless its heart, is going 
to put forth $200,000,000 as a starter to bail 
the Greeks out of their financial distress and 
will provide arms and ammunition with the 
avowed purpose of keeping communism out. 
The money is nothing. What's a rriere $200,-
000,000 if it would stop the bloodspilling in 
Greece or anywhere else? 

That's not the point. The fact is that this 
is a problem for the United Nations. If the 
UN could ::.tep in and push the Cireeks about 
and kick out the border intruders who have 
kept that unhappy land in a state of war 
these long months past the peace that ended 
the recent great struggle, it would justify 
its existence. 

It is a troublesome picture. Are the · 
United Nations so far from anything resem
bling a .general concord on the ideas of inter• 
national justice and service to humanity? 
We are not so naive as to believe that the 
Golden Rule is uppermost in the minds ot 
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those who control nations. But, by the 
eternal god of truth and wisdom, when will 
the peoples of the world be freed of seeing 
bodies created to a tongue-whipping frenzy 
of brotherly love, only to have them bog down 
the first time something occurs that takes 
concurrent action . and international guts? 

President Truman, the chief executive of 
the United States, is represented as declaring 
that communism must be kept out of Greece. 
He chopped off a handshaking tour of the 

• Spanish Americas to go back to Washington 
and implement his decision, 

Anybody who can read the newspapers 
knows that communism means Russia. 
Anybody who can look at a map knows that 
the Greek nation and archipelago is the key 
to the Middle East, the Dardanelles-which 
Russia wants-and lastly, to India. 
· Russia is also a member of the United 
Nations. Now is the time to find out if the 
United Nations is something with iron in 
its veins. Now is the time to put the prob
lem before that group of nations and ham
mer it until something happens. If .a deci
sion is born, that is better than nothing, 
whatever the decision. But if the United 
Nations pushes it around the table, if the 
problem of fratricidal murder in Greece 
under the guise of a struggle between mon
arch King George and the Communists is 
merely shoved aside-if nothing happens
then we know where we stand. 

We can put on our hats and say, "Good 
day, gentlemen. Let's go home." _. 

It is not a question of bailing out the Brit
ish, who have been keeping troops in Greece 
and who have been putting a basis of pounds 
sterling under the drachma. Britain says 
she's broke and can't keep it up. 

We could help a neighbor with a loan; .we 
have a lot of notes in the Treasury which 
have remained unpaid as a reminder of that 
American willingness to give tpe other chap 
a chance. 

It's this business of ow· saying we will 
keep-we must keep-coinm'l!Ilism out of 
Greece. Because the Greeks willy-nilly in
habit a strategic spot frqm the question of 
global war, that singl~ point in the offer of 
helQ to the British puts us squarely into this 
proposition: 

Communism means Russia. Are we be
ginning a long-range blocking of Russia out
side of the United Nations? Are we com
mitted to a policy of beginning now the frus
tration of what some believe is Russian 
domination of militarily valuable sections of 
the earth? · 

Give it to the United Nations first. Let 
the Russians speak in open meeting. Ham
mer the table in front of Molotov and 
Gromyko. Hear what they say. If they 
hedge, that's enough. lf nobody backs us 
up, the UN is through, finished, wiped out, 
and humanity has been double-crossed 
again. 

Maybe our State Department and our 
President are tired of sending ~notes and of 
watching UN excursions investigate condi
tions in nations where injustice is being 
done. 

The time to have become tired was before 
this postwar foundation for the Third World 
War was laid. 

Mr. President,. I wanted to call this 
editorial to the attention of the Con
gress, and let Congress know that Idaho, 
a State which in the past ·has been con
sidered somewhat of an isolationist 
St~te. feels, as represented by its largest 
newspaper, that we are bypassing the 
United Nations in the proposal to extend 
aid to Greece and Turkey. 

I had another editorial from another 
paper in Idaho in the same veip, and I 
shall ask later that that be printed in the 
RECORD 

Mr. President, I was happy to learn 
that two radio networks broadcast parts 
of the opening sessions of the hearings 
now being conducted by the Senate For
eign Relations Committee on the Greek
Turkish plan. This is a vital issue, and 
deserves full public attention. When I 
heard of these broadcasts I immediately 
wired the president of the National 
Broadcasting Co. to express my congrat
ulations and my hope and confidence 
that he would in all fairness broadcast 
later sessions of the same committee, at 
which witnesses opposed to the State De
partment plan would testify. At the 
opening day's hearing all the witnesses 
were official witnesses, who appeared in 
support of the Government plan. 

Today, when I queried the National 
Broadcasting Co. to find out what con
sideration had been given to my request, 
I was shocked to learn that while NBC 
had made an attempt in good faith to 
round out its presentation by making ad
ditional broadcasts on which opposition 
witnesses could be h.eard, they were re
fused permission to do so. 

I was informed that NBC employees, 
assuming they had blanket permission to 
broadcast all of the hearings, had begun 
to extend their lines from the caucus 
room to the finance committee room. I 
understand that - the hearings were 
moved from the caucus room to the 
finance committee room, for what rea
son I do not know, after the propo
nents of the measure being considered 
had concluded. For the opponents the 
hearing was moved to a different room. 

When a question was raised as 'to per-
. mission to install the equipment in the 

caucus room, the matter was taken up 
with the committee clerk, who in turn 
approached the chairman. Last evening 
the chairman, according to NBC of
ficials, refused permission to broadcast 
these other hearings. 

I was also informed that the Mutual 
Broadcasting System, which also had 
broadcast Government witnesses on the 
first day, requested permission to broad
cast the opposition testimony of Mayor 
LaGuardia, and was also turned down. 

We all know that the Communications 
Act of 1934 enjoins upon radio broad
casters the responsibility to make well
rounded rather than one-sided presen
tations of public issues. In this instance 
these two networks made a very honest 
and commendable e1Iort to do so. Yet 
it appears that they were frustrated in 
this effort, and that against their will 
they were limited to broadcasting only 
one side of the committee hearings. 

Mr. President, I desire to raise the 
question as to why this action was taken. 
I believe that the broadcasters and the 
public are entitled to know why room 
could not be found in the Finance Com
mittee room for two microphones and a 
small amount of equipment, which takes 
up less space than two chairs. This 
Greek-Turkish plan is probably the most 
momentous iSsue in the history of the 
United States. The public is entitled to 
hear all sides, and to make its decision. 
It is entitled to have full information. 

I would appreciate it if · the distin
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela-

tions Committee could clear up this mat
ter for us. · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With 
the indulgence of the Senate, the chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions would like to state to the Senator 
from Idaho that he sought the caucus 
room for all the hearings. He was un
able to secure the caucus room for Tues
day and Wednesday, because the Com
mittee on Armed Services had obtained 
it for their hearing on the merger. 

The witnesses heard on Tuesday, with
out broadcast, were Government wit
nesses. The Government was cut off 
from broadcast just as much a.s anyone 
else when we moved to the room of the 
Committee on Finance, which was the 
only other room available. There was no 
intent or purpose to cut off anyone from 
any privilege. 

The chairman of the committee is un
der the impression that he has gone to 
extreme lengths in connection with this 
issue, to obtain all the facts, publicly, 
that are possibly available. The room of 
the Committee on Finance is a smaller 
room, where it was not deemed feasible 
to set up the broadcasting apparatus. 
That inhibition ran against Government 
witnesses on Tuesday just as much as 
against any on Wednesday. If and when 
we can return to the caucus room the 
chairman of the committee will be very 
happy to · have the broadcasting contin
ued. 

Mr.• TAYLOR:- I think the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations for his explanation. I 
sincerely wanted to know the facts of the 
matter. When I had called the broad
casters, they simply told me that they 
had been unable to broadcast the testi
mony of the opponents. I am happy to 
have had the explanation. That is all 
I wanted. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. GURNEY. Due to the fact that 

the .Armed Services Committee has now 
heard most of the top· witnesses from 
the Army and Navy, I .am sure we can 
hereafter take care of our hearing in a 
smaller room. Should the Committee 
on Foreign Relations or any other com
mittee wish the caucus room tomorrow, 
or any day thereafter, I shall be glad to 
relinquish the room to whomever may 
want it. 

BONUS ON WHEAT AND CORN 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
Senate has on its calendar Senate bill 
669, to provide for the payment of a 
bonus of 30 cents per bushel on wheat 
and corn produced and sold between 
January 1, 1945, and April 18, 1946. To 
my mind, this is one of the most flagrant 
raids on the Federal Treasury that has 
been proposed in recent years. 

I have before me some figures showing 
the benefits to the various States and 
how the amounts will be distributed. In 
the first place, this bill is supposed to cost 
approximately $377,000,000. Last year, 
taking the figures of the Department of 
Agriculture, the country produced 3,000,-
000,000 bushels of corn and 1,000,000,000 
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bushels of wheat. Using these figures, it 
would cost around $1,200,000,000. 

The bill was favorably reported from 
the Committee on Agricultpre and For
estry. I shall go through the list of States 
and show the Senate what each one 
would receive under the provisions of the 
bill. 

The first State I shall mention is North 
Dakota, which, under this bill, would re
ceive a little more than $55,000,000. The 
proportional part ot what North Dakota 
would pay on that amount, under this 
bill, using the percentage of the taxes 
paid by the State, would be $420,000. 
. Kansas would pay a little less than 
$4,000,000 and receive $84,000,000. 

Minnesota would pay less than 
$6,000,000 and receive $71,000,000. 

Iowa would pay less than $4,000,000 
and receive $153,000,000. 

Illinois would pay less than $40,000,000 
and receive $120,000,000. 

South Dakota would pay approximately 
$420,000 and receive $51,000,000. 

Missouri would receive $36,000,000 
against a payment of less than $10,-
000,000. 

Oklahoma would receive $29,000,000 
and pay $3,000,000. 

Tennessee would receive $21,000,000 
and pay $3,000,000. 

North Carolina would receive $18,000,-
000 and pay $10,000,000. 

· Mr. President, to indicate not only the 
raid on the Treasury but what Eastern 
States would have to pay, the State of. 
New York would pay $75,000,000 and re-
ceive $9,000,000. _ 

The State of Pennsylvania would pay 
$30,000,000 and receive $24,000,000. 

The St~te of Delaware would pay 
$3,000,000 and receive less than 
$1,000,000. 

I am not even trying to argue that the 
farmers were not misled by the officials 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
when they advised the farmers to sell 
their grain and at the same time assured 
them .that there would be no increase 
granted in the price ceilings; but what 
can ·be said in the interest of the wheat 
and corn growers of the West can like
wise be said of the eastern dairy farmer 
and poultry grower. The eastern farm
ers are just as much entitled to a subsidy 
payment on their crops as are the west
ern farmers, and, if this bill is to be 
passed, the eastern farmers should be in
cluded. But the Federal Treasury can
not stand such raids as this bill proposes; 
our eastern farmers realize that and are 
not asking for any additional payments, 
but they are not going to sit idly by, nor 
are their representatives, and see the 
Treasury raided by some other group, 
whose claims are no better than theirs. 

I intend to oppose this bill or any simi
lar bill introduced into the Senate. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I wish to 

say, first of all, that the Senator from 
Delaware has been absolutely unfair . in 
his statement in reference to the bill. 
A similar bill was reported by a unani
mous vote of the Committee on Agricul
ture at the last session. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. f>resident, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. KEM. I should like to ask the 

Senator from North Dakota if there were 
not two dissenting votes-the vote of the 
Senator from Illinois, who stands next to 
the Senator from North Dakota, and the 
Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. LANGER. The then Senator from 
Missouri, Mr. Briggs, voted for it at the 
last session. It was voted out, as can be 
proved by the chairman of the commit
tee, the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
THOMAS]. 

What are the facts in regard to the 
30-cent bonus? I do not know why the 
question is brought up today. While the 
bill is on the calendar, no Senator has 
made a motion that the Senate consider 
it. But since it has been discussed, I 
should like to make absolutely clear the 
position of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

Mind you, Mr. President, the Depart .. 
ment of Agriculture set the price at $1.38 
a year ago. The ceiling price was $1.51. 
Ninety percent of that is approximately 
$1.38. The farmers relied upon that 
price. At the time of threshing we wrote 
not one letter but many letters to the 
Department of Agriculture. We wanted 
to know if that price was to be .raised. 
We were assured by the Department of 
Agriculture not once but many times that 
the ceiling . price would be left exactly 
where it was. At the same time a great 
many of the farmers who needed money 
badly were assured by the Government 
that the ceiling price would not be raised. 
Many thousands of them in Montana, 
South Dakota, North Dakota, and, in 
fact, all over the West took out CCC loans 
upon their wheat. Those loans were not 
due until April 1. What happened? All 
of a sudden it was stated that in England 
wheat and corn were needed. So before 
the Senate Committee on AgricultUTe 
and Forestry there was produced letter 
after letter sent out by the Department 
of Agriculture calling some of the loans 
in January, some in February, and some 
in March. What could the poor farmers 
do? In the western part of my State the 
snow was 3 or 4 feet deep. The Depart
ment of Agriculture said, "Pay your 
note." The only way the farmer could 
pay it was by selling the pitiful amount 
of wheat he had. The farmers hired 
trucks to haul their wheat so that people 
in Europe would not starve. Those loans, 
mind you, Mr. President, were not due 
for a month or 2 months or 3 months; 
but, nevertheless, they were called in by 
the Government. 

Then on the 18th day of last April, 
out of a clear sky, Mayor LaGuardia, who 
had been appointed head of UNRRA, and 
the new Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. 
Anderson, got into an airplane and went 
to Climax, Minn., and · Fargo, N. Dak.; 
and there they said to all the farmers 
who had not hauled in their wheat, who 
had not brought in this "mercy wheat,'' 
"We are going to give you 30 cents a 
bushel more because you did not care 
whether the peqple over in Europe died. 
Even though you kept it, we are going to 
give you 30 cents a bushel more." 

So, Mr. President, the farmer who was 
not patriotic rece.ived 30 cents a bushel 
more than the farmer who was patriotic 
received. 

All we are trying to do by this measure 
is to see that the farmer who was pa
triotic is treated on an equal basis with 
and just as fairly as a farmer who was 
not patriotic. 

Mr. President, that is not all. Eleven 
Senators, including the then Senator 
Briggs, of Missouri, went to the Depart
ment of Agriculture on the 21st of April, 
and protested. We said, "It is not fair," 
and we asked the Department to be so 
kind as not to pay the additional30 cents 
a bushel. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from North Dakota yield 
to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield at 
this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from North Dakota declines to 
yield. 

Mr. LANGER. As I was saying, Mr. 
President, we asked them to be so kind 
as not to pay the additional 30 cents a 
bushel. Mind you, Mr. President, the 
junior Senator from Nebraska made in 
that connection, before the Secretary of 
Agriculture, one of the best pleas I have 
ever listened to. Please bear in mind 
also, Mr. President, that in that delega
tion were both Democrats and Republi
cans. The distinguished Senator from 
Nebraska said this: 

We have in Nebraska thousands and thou
sands of cattle that are being fed corn in 
the feed lots, and there is only a 10-day sup
ply of corn to feed to' them. 

He then cited the case of two farmers 
who were in partnership and who were 
feeding 7,000 head of cattle. He laid 
that fact before the Department of Agri
culture and its Secretary, Mr. Anderson. 
He stated that in Nebraska there were 
thousands of farmers who had in the feed 
lots cattle for which they had paid big 
prices; and he stated that, among others, 
there were two· farmers who had 7,000 
head of cattle in the feed lots. At that 
time those . of us in the delegation said, 
"The Government is going into the black 
market now and is paying 30 cents a 
bushel more than any farmer can pay to 
fatten those cattle." I myself said that 
to the Secretary of Agriculture, and so 
did other Senators. 

But, Mr. President, what did the Sec
retary of Agriculture say? He said, "It 
is just too bad .. The farmers who have 
bought those cattle will have to take a 
loss. The Government will pay 30 cents 
more, but any farmer who pays more 
than $1.20 will go to jail," 

Mr. President, I ask any Senator 
whether my statement is correct. They 
will confirm what I have said. I shall be 
glad to yield to the distinguished Sen
ator from Nebraska or to any other Sen
ator who accompanied us over there. 
Eleven Senators, both Democratic and 
Republican Senators, attended that 
meeting. 

Mr. President, on that committee last 
year there were economically minded 
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men, men who did not want to waste a 
dollar of money belonging to the Govern
ment. When they investigated they 
found that on the advisory committee of 
the Department of Agriculture dealing 
with "mercy wheat" was a man by the 
name of Tom Campbell, who at that time 
had 400,000 bushels of his own wheat at 
Hardin, Mont. He did not sell it when 
thP. Senator from Michigan [Mr. VAN
DENSERG] and the Senator from Texas 
LN...r. CONNALLY] were begging the farm
ers to sell the wheat; but he kept it. 
However, he was ·a member of that ad
visory committee. Yet just as soon as the 
18th day of April came he hauled in every 
bushel of that wheat and made a pt·ofit of 
$140,000. But the poor farmer who had 
only 1,000 or 3,000 bushels of wheat, and 
whose Joan had been made by the Gov
ernment, and whose loan had been called 
in, did not get a single penny. 

On the subject of the cost, I hat e to 
say that my distinguished ftiend, the 
Senator from Delawat·e [Mr. WILLIAMS] · 
is not correct ; but the truth of the mat
ter is that we received a letter un tbat 
subject, and it is in the possession of the 
Committee on Agriculture and F-orestry, 
and we also had before tbe committee 
witnesses from the Department. That 
letter shows that the cost will be $331,-
000.,000. That letter is si.gned by a re
sponsible official of the Depat'tment of 
Agriculture. 
~t me say, further, that when the 

·witnesses were before the committee, 
we asked them . to state the numbet· of 
bushels that were so1d by the farmers 
in each-State, and we-also asked them 
exactly what the payment of 30 cents a 
bushel would amount to. 

~ . .fr. President, I do not know why this 
matter was brought up today, out of a 
clear sky; but when the time eomes and 
when tl1is measure is before the Senate, 
at tllat time. L for one, together with my 
distinguished colleague from North 
Dakota (Mr. YoUNG] propose to act to
gether With various other ~ator.s, in
cluding the senior Senator from Ne
braska [Ml\ BU'l'LERJ~ who joined in that 
measure;. the junior Senator ft·om Ne
braska lMr. WHERRY], I believe; the Sen
ator from South Dakota [ Mr. BuSH
FIELD], the Senator from Kansas rMr. 
CAPPER], and various other Members of 
the Senate; to bring the truth fairJy and 
squarely before the Senate. 

Mr. WUJ.IAMS. Mr. President, I wish 
to say merely a few words in r~ponse 
to the statement which has been made 
by the distinguished senior Senator from 
North Dakota fMr. LANGER]. Let me 
state that the figures I have cited re
garding this matter are, for the most 
part, taken from statistics published in 
1946 by the Department of AgiicUlture. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I wish 
to say in replY that before the commit
tee we had representatives of the De
partment of Agriculture; and at that 
time we had, and we have now, letters 
signed by responsible officials of the De
partment of Agriculture stating that the 
total cost will be $331,000,000. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am 
not questioning the information which 
the Senator reeeived in the committee. 
It so happens, as the Senator knows, that 
the eastern section of the United States 

has only a very small representation on 
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry. That fact has been pointed out 
several times. As we all know, there is 
only one Senator from the Northeastern 
States on the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. So about the only way we 
can obtain desired information is-by con
sulting the books or other publieati<ms. 

Mr. President, all the figures are in the 
documents I have befQre me, and I think 

- they can be fully substantiated. Accord
ing to the Department of Agriculture, the 
United States produced 3,000,000,000 
bushels of corn and 1,000,000.000 bushels 
of wheat during tba.t period; and accord
ing to these figures, a payment of 30 
cents a bushel for that production will 
amount to $1,200,000,000-unless it is 
proposed not to pay somoe of the farmers. 
However, if tbe payment is to~be made to 
any, surely it should be ma<ie to aU of 
them. If payment is .made for aH the 
wheat and corn which, according tQ the 
figures I have cited:, was produced in that 
calendar ye~u; the oost will be $1,200,
coa.ooo. On the basis of these figures, no 
other conclusion can be reached. 

Mr. WHERRY obtained the floor. 
f.{i'. KEM. Mr. President, will the 

Senatot· yield to me? 
Mr. WHERRY. I am glad to yield for 

a question. 
Mr. KEM. I wish to intercoga.te t.he 

distinguished Senawr from North Da
k.ota TMr. LAINGER] for a moment. 

Mr. LANGER. I shaH be delighted to 
have the Senator do so. 

Mr. KEM. I wish to ask the Senator 
from North Dakota whether be has in 
mind that since a similar bill was ap
pl·oved by the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry in the Seventy-ninth Con
gress, a very significant thing has oc
curred-namely, the election of last No
vember-and that tbe then· Senator 
Briggs of Missomi, to whom tbe Senator 

•trom North Dakota has referred as hav
ing voted for that biB, is no loonge1· a 
Member of the Senate, and that- this 
Congress has received from the people 
of the United States a mandate to stand 
finn against pork-barrel legislation, of 
which this measure is a flagrant example 
and also a mandate to balance the 
budget and to use every possible means 
t.Q reduce the expenditures of the Fed
eral GQvernment. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President. let me 
say to my distinguished friend the Sen
ator from Missouri, if the Senator from 
Nebraska will yield for that purpose--

Mr. WHERRY·. !yield. 
Mr. LANGER. Let me say to him that 

I do not know why former Senator Briggs 
is not now a Member of the Senate; but 
I do know that Senator LANGER, of North 
Dakota, who introduced this measure, is 
here, and I know that the measure has 
also been approved by various other Sen
ators who likeWise were reelected. 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, in re
sponse to the statement of the distin
guished Senator from North Dakota as 
to why Mr. Briggs is not here, I wiU say 
that Mr. KEM was elected in Missouri in 
his place by a majority of 60,000 votes. 

EXTENSION OF SUGAR CONTROLS 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the resolution <S. J. Res. 58) to ex-

tend ihe powers and authorities under 
certain statutes with respect to the dis
tribution and pricing of sugar, ·and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. ToBEY], adding at the 
end of the first committee amendment 
certain words. 

RECESS 

Ml'. WHERRY. I move tbat the S en
ate stand in recess until l2 o'clock noon 
tOmorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 6 
o'clock and ~ minutes p. m.) tbe Senate 
toek a recess until tomorrow, Thursday, 
Mareh 21, 1.947, at 12 o·cloek meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations reeeived by the 
S.enate M:arch 2.0 (legi slative day of 
M~rch 241, 194'7: · 

DIPLOMATIC AND FonEIGN SEEVICE 

The following-named persons for appoint 
ment as Foreign SerVice officers of class 3, 
-oo11s uts ,. and secl-.etaries i n the diplomatic 
service of the United Sretes of America : 

Elmer H . Bour.gerie, of Maryland. 
George A. M-Jrgan, of the D1striet of Co

lumbia. 
W. Leon.ard Parker, of NEw York. 
r:ne follow.Lng -named persons for appoint

ment as Foreign Sei'vice ofi'ir--ers of class 4, 
oon&d.s, and seer.etar'ies in the diplomatic 
ser~..ce ~f the United Sta~ of Ameriea: 

James D. Bell. or New Hexreo. 
Frank P. Butlru:,. of New .Jersey. 
Nat B: King, of T t;xas. 
Harold H. Rhodes, of Washington. 
Roy Rif'hau.l. .Rubotton.. J.r., of 'I'.eJC:as. 
Tlle foU.owin,g .. n anied persons for ap~int

ment. as Foreign Service officers of class 5, 
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the 
dip~matic service or · the. United States of 
Am.&i.ca: 

David M. Bane, of Penn.S:ylvania. 
WHUam G. Gibson. of New York. 
The f.ollowing-named ·pemons .fOt· .appoint

ment .as Foreign Ser vice clficet-s of class 6 
vice consuls of .career, and secretru.ies in th~ 
diplomatic service of the United Stat es of 
Amedea: 

Theo C. Adams, of 'IIexas. 
Siator C. Bla.ckiston, .Jr., of Nortb Car.oUna . 
Wi lliam B. Connett • .Jr .• of the District of 

Columbia . 
John 1. Fishbm·ne, of &:.uth Carolina. 
John E. MacDonald, of New Hampsh.ire. 
Gilbert L. Newbold, of New Jersey. 
John B. Young, of New Jersey. 

IN THE NAVY 

The following-named ofiWers to the ranks 
indicated ib the line ot tae Navy: 
( *Indicates otficers to be designated for EDO 

and SDO subsequent to aoceptance oi ap
point ment) 

ENSIGNS 

Aeschbacll, W-arren E. Braid, Robert A. 
Anthony, Robert P. *Br.andenburg, How-
Augenblick, Rlchard ard H. 

G. Brewer,- Norman E. 
Austin, Willi~m H., Jr. Brewington. William I. 
Bagwell, WaUaoe :B. *Britton, Beverly L. 
Barksdale, Allen D. Brooks, Claude C. 
Beek, Lester H . Brown, LoUis F., Jr. 
Bell, John, Jr. Bunger, Samuel J. 
Bennett, Walter F., Jr. Burire, Eldwin J. 
Best, Carl 0. Burt, Robert A_ 

Biscomb, Lloyd I., Jr. Campbell, William M. 
Black, Owen J. Carlin, Joseph W. 
Bluestone, Max Chester, Raymond M. 
Boland, Joseph P . Ch ronister, Irvin G . 
Bowden, John h, Jr. Clark, Albert H. 
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Conditt, Leslie T. , Jr. Lackore, Raymond C., 
Condon, Vernon W. Jr. 
Conn, Robert H. Lamson-Scribner, 
Craig, Robert M. Frank H., Jr. 
Cruse, Vernon E. Larson, Ben R. 
Cruser, Handford T., Larson, Wilfred C. 

3d Lawrence, Harry lB. 
Cummings, Donald E. Leask, Joseph A. 
Cundy, David R. Lee, Earl B. 
Davenport, Thomas T. Lennon, Gerard T. 
Davis, William J. Lienhard, Bernard A. 
Day, Charles F . Lyons, ,Tames I. 
DeCamp, Dwight E. MacDonald, Ivan L. 
Deckert, Albert R. Magee, William M. 
DeLavergne, Cornel- *Magennis, Edward G. 

ious B. Mahar, Edward T. 
*Divine, Forrest M. Manly, Paul W. 
Doak, William c. Martin, Claude F., Jr. 
Dobyns, Robert E. Mason, Arthur A. 
Dollard, ThomasJ.,Jr. Mathews, James F. 
*Dowdell, James s. Mathews, William R., 
Drabent, Eugene A. Jr. 
Drum, Henry w. *McComb, Norris L. 
Dura, Leon J. McGowan! James V. 
Durden, Walter D. McKee, Richard L. 
Durkin, Michael F. McMahon, James P. 
Dutton, Charles R. Meadows, Roy L., Jr. 
Eadie, Charles J. Miller; Donald L. 
Eaton. Kenneth H. Mohler, Dallas F .. 
El" L sl" A Montelone, Nunzw E. 

~e. e le . · Morin, Edward C. 
Erdner, LewiS E. Morris, Adrian B., Jr. 
Ernst, Francis C. Moseley, Richard E. 
Erwin, David A. Mount, Harold W. 
Etcher, Robert W. Muller, David G. 
Ewald, Arden A., Jr. Nelson, Hugh M. 
Farris, George W. Nelson, Richard H. 
Finley, John P., Jr. *Newlin, John w. 
Fish, Harold M. Noesen Harold 
Fisher, Paul E. O'Brie~. Richard J. 
Fogg, John K. Olson, Richard A. 
Fullerton, Go~don W. O'Neill, John M. 
Galvin, Thomas F. Onofrio, Edward 
Gatts, William H. Owens, Albert T. 
Gebler, Gerald P. Paffe, Fabian J., Jr. 
Gibbs, Edward M. Patch, Donald R. 
Glowasky, William A. Pierozzi, Constantino 
Gluseilkamp,ArthurF. Pollard, Robert D. 
Gray, Leland T., Jr. Powell, James A. 
Grieb, "J" "C" Powell, Robert A. 
Gudal, Sigurd M. Price, Mpod B., Jr. 
Gurley, Walter P. Pros, Anton J., Jr. 
Gumb. Dana F . Provost, William B., 
Haecherl, Frank S. Jr. 
Hahn, George C. Purcell, Stephen E. , 
Hall, Donald M. Jr. 
Handel, John W., Jr. Rauch, Robert P . 
Hanson, Peter S. Reese , Walter "H" 
Harper, John R . Reichwein, Tremont 
Hebert, Frank C. E. 
Henry, George L. R~zzarday, Joseph, Jr. 
Herbert Christopher A. Richardson, James P. 
Herbert: Charles E. R~ddick, John C. 
Herzog, James H. R~ebow, _John F. 
Hickman, Wilbur M. Riess. Wllliaz:n c. 
Hill, Arnold M. Roberts, Loms. V. 
Hilton, Calvin E. Roetman, Orv1l M. 
Hodges, Thomas V. R~gers, Edmund D., 

Hard, John W. Ros~·. Jack "D" 
Howard, Donnell Roy, Robert I. 
Hubka, Verne R._ Ryan, Bayliss Q. 
Hu~ter, Guy E. Sanders, Herman J . 
Irvmg, Robert Scheibner, Juergen G. 
Jackson, ~ee S., Jr. Scheib, William F. 
Janson, Richard H . Scherrer David E 
Johnson, Edwin H. , Jr · Schimpf: Donald· R. 
Johnson, John D., Jr. Schubert, Allen H. 
Johnston, Jo.seph L. Schwan, Alfred P. G. 
Johnston, Richard C. scott, Howard T., Jr. 
Jones, Grover C. Scott, Kenneth G. 
Kaluza, Martin S. Sellman, Edmund W. 
Kauffman, Allen P . Shaner, Donald H. 
Keefe, William J., Jr. Silvert, "M" E. 
Kenyon, Arnold 0 ., Jr. Sinfteld, Charles P. 
Kimble, Elbert D. Smith, Albert J. 
King, Harry W. Smith, Burton E. 
Kline, Edward C., Jr . Smith, Harold L. 
Knight, Thomas C. Smith, Wayne H. 
K:och, Don R. Spruance, Owen E., Jr. 
Kohler, Frederick W. *Staley, Henry E. 
Koster, Edwin R. Steen, Stuart llol. 

Stephens,LawrenceB. Weidman, William K 
Summitt, Charles K. Weidner, Virgil c. 
Sutter, Milton L., Jr. Wells, Marvin G. 
Swanke, Charles C. Westmoreland, Arthur 
Thomas, Paul B. E. 
Thorson, Robert L. Woodard, David A. 
Tilley, Herbert S. Woods, William L., Jr. 
Tipping, William L. Wright, Merritt R. 
Titcomb, Edmund B. Young, Austin V. 
Toole, Wycliffe D., Jr. Zumwalt, Marvin W. 
Turner, Lee L. Carpenter, Benjamin, 
Vase, Stephen J . Jr. 
Walston, Claude E. Kline, John L., Jr. 
Waters, Alex "C" Seligman, Irwin H. 
Weaver, John K. WilkJnson, Thomas R. 

The following-named officers to the grades 
and ranks indicated in the Medical Corps of 
the Navy: 

SURGEONS WITH THE RANK OF 
LIEUTENANT COMMANDER 

Bullwinkel, Henry G. 
Sherwood, David W. 
Whalen, John M. 

ASSISTANT SURGEONS WIIJ:'H THE RANK OF 
LIEUTENANT (JUNIOR GRADEl 

Roberts , James A., Jr. 
Tandy, Roy W. 
The following-named· officers to the grades 

and ranks indicated in the Supply Corps of 
the Navy: 

ASSISTANT PAYMASTERS WITH THE RANK OF 
ENSIGN 

Allan, Richard T. Matarazzo, Joseph D. 
Bishop, Merwood R. Massing, Raymond L. 
Blassic, RobertS. Orrill, Donald P. 
Britt, Ernest R. Park, Eugene L., Jr. 
Canton, Julian B. Peterson, George W., 
Fisher, Robert D. · Jr. 
Ford, Robert G. Peterson, Roger G. 
Franke, Robert E. Polk, Donald E. 
Gardner, George H. Polk, Robert B. 
Gayle, James A. Prosuch, Charles B. 
Goetzmann, John C. Quinn, Gerard J. 
Herrick, Eugene G. Searcy, William C. 
Huntress, James F. Sineath, William D. 
Kramp, Henry F. Thompson, Edwin H. 
Kulow, Frederick C. Wagner, Robert L. 
Lindsey, Bob R. White, -Francis H. 
Martin, Robert w_. Bauman, Howard 

The following-named officers to the grades 
and ranks indicated in. the Civil Engineer 
Corps of the Navy. 
ASSISTANT CIVIL ENGINEERS WITH THE RANK OF 

LIEUTENANT (JUNIOR GRADE) 

Anderson, Donald N. 
Atwater, Vern E. 

ASSISTANT CIVIL ENGINEERS WITH THE RANK OF 
ENSIGN 

Jones, Malcolm S., Jr. 
Schmoker, Robert F. 
Umble, George R. 
The following-named officers to the grade 

and rank indicated in the Dental Corps of 
the Navy: 
PASSED ASSISTANT DENTAL SURGEON WITH THE 

RANK OF LIEUTENANT 

Friedrich, Eduard G. 
ASSISTANT DENTAL SURGEON WITH THE RANK OF 

LIEUTENANT (JUNIOR GRADE) 

Leberman, Odin F. 
The following-named officers to the rank 

of commissioned warrant officers in the Navy 
in the grades indicated: 

CHIEF BOATSWAINS 

Cadaret, Albert J. 
Dreman, Wesley C. 

CHIEF AEROGRAPHER 

Mullins, Jimmy 
CHIEF PAY CLERK 

Hancock, Charles F •. 
PosTMASTERS 

The following-named persons to be post
masters: 

ARKANSAS 

Elwin K. Hurley, Alpena Pass, Ark., ln place 
of Jewell Coxsey, removed. 

COLORADO 

Paul A. Lemke, Creede, Colo., in place of 
M. M. Lamb, resigned. 

Mabel C. White, Rangely, Colo., in place of 
F. A. Nichols, resigned. 

FLORIDA 

Clyde L. Hillhouse, White Springs, Fla., in 
place of L. C. Pritchard, resigned .. 

GEORGIA 

Sam D. Williams, Vidalia, Ga., in place of 
E~ M. Davis, re~igned. 

ILLINOIS 

Harold E. Hohenstein, Mount Auburn, Ill., 
in place of L. J. Smith, retired. 

Joseph J. Smaron, Posen, Ill., in place of 
G. B. Livesay, resigned. 

INDIANA 

Walter H. Fried, Corydon, Ind., in place of 
G. C. Rainbolt. Incumbent's commission e~-
pired June 23, 1942. . 

Lorin Grant Tyler, Georgetown, Ind., in 
place of I. V. Tyler, transferred. 

Alfred P. Collins, Rensselaer, Ind., in place 
of G. W. Strole, transferred: 

IOWA 

Ralph Wentzel, Malcolm, Iowa, in place of 
G. F. Eisele, resigned. 

KENTUCKY 

Biter Q. Kennady, Munfordville, Ky., in 
place of A. G. Hubbard, transferred. 

LOUISIANA 

Ruth C. Barentine, Longville, La. , in place 
of Berta Cobb, declined. 

MARYLAND 

Harry R. Ringler, Bishopville, Md. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1945. 

Alice A. Kellner, White Marsh, Md., in place 
of J. F. Elste, resigned. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Francis A. Webb, Osterville, Mass., in place 
of A. J. MacQuade, resigned. 

Hazel F. Tt;mney, West Townsend, Mass., in 
place of G. H. Tenney, retired. 

MICHIGAN 

Stanley R. Wattles, Colon, Mich., in place 
of J. G. Watson, retired. 

August M. Huotal"i, Mass, Mich., in place 
of C. J. Maloney, resigned. 

MINNESOTA 

Alfred F. Ess, Hopkins, Minn., in place of 
F. D. Markham, resigned. 

Edward S. Thomas, Nashwauk, Minn., in 
place of J. P. Lanto, resigned. 

Henry E. Grube, Nassau, Minn., in place of 
E. D. Wills, transferred. 

MISSOURI 

Gertrude L. Duke, Dadeville, Mo. Office be
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Henry E. Bowers, Langdon, Mo. Office be
came Presidential July 1, 1946. 

Jefferson D. Marsh, Steelville, Mo., in place 
of A. E. Thurman, transferred. 

MONTANA 

Pauline E. Russell, Hot Springs, Mont., in 
place of M. S. Smith, deceased. 

NEW JERSEY 

Helen M. Iuliucci, Waterford Works, N. J., 
in place of M. D. Heggan, resigned. 

NEW YORK 

Harold G. Haines, Earlton, N.Y. Office be
came Presidential July· 1, 1945. 

Arnold D. Case, Hinsdale, N. Y., in place 
of D. B. Allen, retired. 

Bessie A. Benjamin, Speonk, N. Y. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1945. 

OHIO 

Stewart K. Nighswander, Maple Grove, _ 
Ohio, in place of I. M. Hepp, resigned. 
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Philip F . Dickerson, Scio, Ohio, in place of 

L. H. Duswald, resigned. , 
Harry A. Hahn, Waynesburg, Ohio, in place 

of H. C. Brubaker, resigned. 
OKLAHOMA 

Het tie 0. Russell, Loco, Okla. Office be
came Presidential July 1, 1945. 

Bertie N. Livingston, Sparks, Okla., in place 
of A. G. Stockton, resigned. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Charles F. Mase, New Ringgold, Pa., in place 
of H. R. Miller, resigned. 

Albert Elton M:acKissic, Parker Ford, Pa., 
1n place of B. H. Shade, retired. 

Winifred C. Brendel, Reinholds, Pa., in 
place of S. E. Hornberger, retired. 

Thurlow C. Brenneman , York Haven, Pa ., 
in place of M. E. M. Busser, resigned. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Wilbur E. Prann, Timbe~· Lake, S. Dak ., in 
place of Agnes Schir_ber, resigned. 

TEXAS 

Samuel 0. Cress, Sweetwater, Tex. , in place 
of A. G. Lee, resigned. 

UTAH 

Sylvester C. Scott, Marysvale, Utah, in place 
of A. M. Long, deceased . . 

VIRGINIA 

Mary H. Trevey, Big Island, Va., in place 
of J. T. Trevey, removed. 

Samuel Trent Ranson, Bremo Bluff, Va., 
in place of W. H'. Ranson, retired. 

Oscar S. Chaplain, Princess Anne, Va., in 
place of N .. J. B. Etheridge, removed. 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Glenn R. Mason, Aurora, W. Va., in place 
of Ernest Schrock, retired. 

WISCONSIN 

Frederick w. Jaeger, Black Earth, Wis., in 
place of W. A. Frome, transf~rred. 

August E. Mecikalski, Pelican Lake , Wis., 
1n place of M. A. Whalen, removed. 

Gilbert H. Goldbeck, Wilton, Wis., in place 
of M. G. Tonn, transferred. 

HOUSE. OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, MARcH 26,1947 , 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
Rev. W. Lowrey Compere, pastor, 

Northside Baptist Church, Jackson, 
Miss., offered the following prayer: . 

0 God, our Father, we humbly and 
gratefully acknowledge Thy marvelous 
goodness to us. In spite of all our sins 
and shortcomings, Thou hast been 

1 gracious and merciful unto our land. 
May we prove worthy of . the manifold 
blessings Thou hast bestowed upon us. 

We pray now for the Members of this 
body as they deliberate today. Give 
them strength equal to their responsi
bilities, wisdom equal to the tremendous 
issues they face, and divine guidance 
equal to the decisions they must make. 

May the righteousness that exalteth 
a nation prevail throughout this land 
of ours. May our people be true to Thee 
and to Thy great principles of hu·man 
conduct, and may America fulfill her 
destiny in Thy great plans for the na
tions of the world. 

These. requests we make in the name 
of Thy Son our Saviour. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE 'FROM 'l'H1t SEN'ATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed ·without 
amendment a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

H. J. Res. 154. Joint resolution making an 
appropriation for expenses incident to the 
control and eradication of foot-and-mouth 
disease and rinderpest. 

·The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a joint resolution of 
the following title, in which the concur
rence of the House is requested: 

S. J. Res. 77. Joint resolution providing for 
membership and participation by the United 
States in the International Refugee Organi
zation and authorizing an appropriation 
t herefo.t;. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. MICHEMER. Mr. Speaker, I ·a,sk 
unanimous consent that the subcommit
tee of the Committee on the Judiciary 
may be permitted to sit today during 
general debate. This is in accordance 
with the cu.stom and the precedents of 
the House. I have conferred about it 
with the Speaker and the two leaders. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Michi
gan? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 
11 o'clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In
diana? 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. MUNDT <at the request of Mr. 
HALLECK) was given permission to ex
tend his remarks in the RECORD and in
clude an address he delivered at the 
UNESCO Conference in Philadelphia last 
night. 

Mr. ARNOLD asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a newspaper article. 

SUPPLYING DEF.ICIENCIES IN CERTAIN 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to take from the Speaker's 
table the joint resolution <H. J. Res. 159) 
making appropriations to supply defi
ciencies in certain appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the joint resolution, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the following sums are 
appropriated, out of any money in the Treas
ury not otherwise appropriated, to supply 
deficiencies in certain appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and for other 
purposes, namely: 

INCREASED PAY CoSTS 
For additional amounts· for appropriations 

!or the fiscal year 1947, to meet increased pay 
costs autllorlzed by the Acts of March 6, 

1946 (Public Law 317); May ~1, 1946 (Public 
Law 386); May 24, 1946 (Public Law 390) ; 
July 5, 1946 (Public Law 491); July 31, 1946 
(Public Laws 567, . 568, and 577); and Augm t 
1, 1946 (Public Law 582); and other legisla
tion enacted during or applicable to said 
fiscal ye~r authorizing ii?-Creases in pay of 
Government officers and emp~oyees, as fol
lows: 

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 

Senate: 
"S~laries, officers and employees, Senate ," 

$1 ,013,725; 
"Salaries and expenses , Joint Committ ee 

on Printing, to be disbursed by the Secretary 
of the Senate," $5,235; 

"Compiling and preparing a revised edition 
of the Biographical Directory of the Ameri
can Congress," $14,000; 

"Salaries and expenses, legislative counsel," 
$15,000; 

"Salaries and expenses, Senate policy com
mittees," $11,000; 

"Contingent expenses, Senate, reporting 
debates and proceedings of the Senate," $19 ,-
075; 

"Contingent expenses, Senate, services in 
cleaning, repairing, and varnishing furni
ture," $760; 

"Contingent expenses, Senate, expenses of 
inquiries and investigations ordered by the 
Senate, including compensation to stenog
raphers of committees, at such rate as may 
be fixed by the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration of the Senate, but not exceed
ing 25 cents per hundred words," $118,350 : 
Provided, That no part of this appropriation 
shall be expended for per diem and subsist
ence expenses except in accordance with the 
provisions of the Subsistence Expense Act of 
1926, approved June 3, 1926, as amended; 

"Contingent expenses, Senate, folding 
speeches and pamphlets at a rate not ex
ceeding $1 per thousand," $5,015; 

"Contingent expenses, S~nate, maintain
ing, exchanging, and equipping motor vehi
cles for carrying the mails and for official use 
of the offices of the Secretary and Sergeant 
at Arms," $790; · 

"Contingent expenses, Senate, miscella
neous items, ·exclusive of labor," $19,640; 

"Contingent expenses, Senate, purchase, 
exchange, driving, ma1ntenance, and opera
tion of two automobiles, one for the majority 
leader of the Senate and one for the minority 
leader of the Senate," $760;· 

"Contingent expenses, Senate, purchase, 
exchange, driving, maintenance, and opera

. tion of an automobile for the Vice President,'' 
$770; . 

House of Representatives: 
"Compensation of officers, clerks, messen

gers, and others," $675,000; 
"Clerk hire, Members and Delegates," $1,-

675,000; 
Contingent ex:;~enses of the House: 
"Furniture," $17,500; 
"Miscellaneous items," $6,000; 
"Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 

Taxation,'' $37,500; 
"Folding documents,' ' $10,000; 
"P1·eparing and editing a new edition of 

the Code- of Laws," $12,000; 
"Clerk's office, special assistance," $1,000; 
"Speaker's automobile," $1,200; 
"Capitol Police Board,'' $300; 
Office of Legislative Counsel: "Salaries and 

expenses,'' $10,000; 
Architect of the Capitol: 
Office of the Architect of the Capitol: "Sal-

aries,'' $9,176; 
Capitol Buildings and Grcunds: 
A•capitol Buildings," $56;173; 
"Capitol Grounds," $17,882; 
"Legislative garage," $3,297; 
"Senate Offi-ce Building," $52,898; 
"House Office ;Buildings,' ' $72,456; 
"Capitol power plant," .$50,478; 

_ Library Buildings and Grounds: 
· "Salaries," $23,583; 

''Salaries, Sunday· opening," $ l ,E50; 
Botanic Garden: "Salaries," $2.0,298; 
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United States Supreme Court: 
"Salaries," $97,000; 
"Structural and mechanical care of the 

building and grounds," $18,631; 
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals: 

"Salaries and expenses," $28,815; 
United States Customs Court: ' 1Salaries 

and expenses," $41,250; 
Miscellaneous ·items of expense: 
"Salaries of judges," $1,164,000; 
"Salaries of clerks of courts," $190,000; 
"Probation system, United States courts," 

$78,000; . . 
"Salaries of criers," $11,800; 
"Fees of commissioners," $95,000; 
Administrative Office of the United States 

Oourts: "Salaries," $40,000; 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE P.RESIDENT

Executive Mansion and- grounds: "Care, 
maintenance, repair, ap.d alteration," $18,-
250; . 

Bureau of the Budget: "Salaries and ex
penses," $350,500; 

Office for Emergency Management: 
Office of Defense Transportation : "Salaries 

and expenses," $62,400; 
Office of Scientific Research and Develop

ment: "Salaries and expenses," $48,800; 

INDEPENDENT OFFICES 

Federal Trade Commission : "Salaries and 
expenses," $281,000; -

Interstate Commerce Commission: 
"General expenses," $793,100; 
"Railroad safety," $56,500; 
"Locomotive inspection,'' $52,100; 
National Advisory Committee for Aero

nautics: "Salaries and expenses/' $1,040,000; 
National Capital Housing Authority: 

"Maintenance and operation,'' $1,550; · 
National Mediation Board: 
"Salaries and expenses,'' $16,000; 
National Railroad Adjustment Board: 

"Salaries and expenses.~ $19,000; · . 
Panama Railroad Company: "Administra

tive expenses" (increase of $85,000 in the 
limitation upon the amount of the corporate, 
funds which may be used for administrative 
expenses); -

Railroad Retirement Board: 
"Salaries,'' $304,000; 
"Miscellaneous expenses (other than sala-

ries)," $31,000; · 
Securities and Exchange Commission: 

"salaries and expenses,'' $572,000; 
Smithsonian Institution: 
"Salaries and expenses," $180,400; 
"Salaries and expenses, National Gallery of 

Art," $101,000; . 
'11le Tax Court of the United States: "Sala

ries and expenses,'' $123,500; 
Veterans' Administration: "Administra

tion, medical, hospital, and domiciliary serv
ices,'' $48;272,500; 

FEDERAL WORKS AGENCY 

Public Buildings Administration: 
"General administrative expenses," $201,-

600; 
"Salaries and expenses, public buildings 

and grounds in the District of Columbia and 
adjacent area,'' $2,!:96,000; 

"Salaries and expenses, public buildings 
and grounds outside the District of Colum
bia,'' $1,123,600; 

POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 

(Out of the postal revenues) 
Post Office Department, Washington, D. C.: 
Office of the Postmaster General: "Sala

ries,'' $44,700; 
Salaries in bureaus and offices: 
"Office of Budget and Administrative Plan

ning," $6,300; 
"Office of the First Assistant Postmaster 

General," $137,900; 
"Office of the Second Assistant Postmaster 

General," $110,900; 
"Office of the Third Assistant Postmaster 

General," $158,200; 
"Office of the Fourth Assistant Postmaster 

General," $78,000; 
XCIII--166 

"Office of the Solicitor for the Post 011lce 
DepaTtment," •21,000: 

"Office of the Chief Inspector/' •31,300; 
"Office of tlie purchasing agent," $9,800; 
"Bureau Of Accounts." $77 ,100; 
Field Service, Post Office Department: 
Office of Chief Inspector: 
"Salaries of inspectors,'' $263,700; 
"Clerks," $149,600; 
Office o! the First Assistant Postmaster 

General: 
"Compensation to postmasters," $12,701,-

900; 
"Compensation to assistant postmast-ers," 

$1,260,000; -
' "Clerks, first- and second-class post offices," 
$74,221,400; 

"Clerks, third..:class post offices," $5,954,-
000; 

"Miscellaneous items, first- and second-
class post offices," $200,400; 

"Village delivery service," $51,600; 
"City delivery carriers,'' $42,981,200; 
«special-delivery compensation and fees," 

-"$1,488,000; ' . 
''Rural- Delivery Service," $13,793,900; 
Office of the Second . Assistant Postmaster 

General: "Railway Mail Service,'' $13,055,200; 
Office of the Third Assistant Postmaster 

General: "Manufacture and distribution of 
stamps and stamped paper,'' $3,600; 

Office of the Fourth Assistant Postmaster 
General: 

"Post office stationery, equipment, and sup
plies," $26,600; 

"Equipment shops, Washington, District of 
Columbia," $193,800; 
· "Pneumatic-tube service, New York City 
and Boston,". $61,300; 

"Vehicle Service," $2,486,300; 
Public Buildings, maintenance. and oper

aMon :. "Operating force," $7,074,700; 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

General administration: 
"Executive office,"· $18,700; 
"Office of the corporation counsel," $15,600; 
"Board of Tax Appeals," $1,700; 
Fiscal Service: 
"Assessor's ,office,'' $51,700; 
"Collector's office," $14,400; 
"Auditor's oftlce," $40,500; 
"Purchasing division,'' $10,000; 
Regul9:tory agencies: 
"Alcoholic Beverage Control Board,'' $5,700; 
"Board of Indeterminate Sentence and 

Parole," $4,800; 
"Coroner's offi.ce,'' $8,700; 
"Department of Insurance,'' $3,800; 
"Department of Weights, Measures, and 

Markets,'' $9,700; 
"License Bureau,'' $3,300; 
"Minimum Wage and Industrial Safety 

Board,'' $5,700; 
"Office of Administrator of Rent Control,'' 

$11,500; 
"Office of Recorder of Deeds,'' $26,400; 
"Poundmaster's office," $3,100; 
"Public Utilities Commission," $12,200; 
"Zoning Commission," $2,300; 
Public Schools: 
Operating expenses: 
"General administration," $45,000; 
"General supervision and instruction," 

.$1,540,000; 
"Vocational education, George-Deen pro-

gram," $21,000; , 
"Operation of buildings and maintenance 

of equipment," $200,000; 
Public Library: "Operating expenses,'' 

$99,500; 
Recreation Department: "Operating ex

penses," $43,300; 
Metropolitan Police: "Salaries and. expen-

ses," $553,500; 
"Fire Department,'' $397,600; 
Courts: 
"Juvenile court," •14,200; 
"Municipal court," $43,200; 
"Municipal court of appeals,'' t-4,100; 
"Probation system," U,700; 
"Office of Register of Wills," $11,100; 

"Commission on Mental Health," $4,300; 
Health Department: 
"Operating expenses, Hea;lth Department · 

(excluding ·hospitals)," $158,400; 
"Operating expenses, Glenn Dale Tuber

culosis Sanatorium," $20,000; 
Department of Corrections: 
Adult Correctional Service: "Operating ex-

penses," $163,000; 
Public Welfare: 
Office of the Dil·ector," $10,900; 
Family Welfare Service: 
"Operating expenses, child care,'' $15,200; 
''Public assistance and children's services," 

$32,900; 
"Operating expenses, h1stitutions for the 

indigent," $14,700; 
Juvenile Correctional Service: 
"Operating expenses," $16,100; 
Mental Rehabilitation Service: 
"Operating expenses, District Training 

School," $48,500; 
"Daportation nonresident insane," $2,200; 
Public Works; 
"Office of Chief Clerk,'' $6,400; 
"Office of Municipal Architect,·~ $11,100; 
"Operating expenses, Office of Superin-

tendent of District Buildings," $51,600; 
"Surveyor's office," $4,600; 
"Department of Inspections,''.$54,100; 
"Central gara,ge,'' $4,200; 
"Department of Vehicles and Traffic (pay

able from highway fund)," $14,900; 
"Reimbursements of other appropriations 

(payable from highway fund)," $109,500; 
"Operating expenses, Refuse Division,'' 

$30,700; 
"Operating expenses, Sewer Division," 

$39,500; 
"Operating expenses, Water Division (pay

able from water fund)," $38,000; 
Washington aqueduct: 
"Operating expenses (payable from water 

fuud) ," $25,000; 
"National Capital Parks," $87,600; 
"National Capital Park and Planning Com- . 

mission,'' $4,7QO; 
"National Zoological Park," $39,100. 

DIVISION OF EXPENSES 

The sums appropriated in this act for the 
District of Columbia shall, unless otherwise 
specifically provided, be paid-out of the gen
eral fund of the District of Columbia, as 
defined in the District of Columbia Appropri
ation Act, 1947. 

SEc. 2. The restrictions contained within 
appropriations or affecting appropriations m· 
other. funds, available during the fiscal year 
1947, limiting the amounts which may be ex
pended for personal services or for other pur-

. poses involving personal services, or amounts 
which may be transferred between appro
priations or authorizations, are hereby waived 
with respect to the foregoing items to the 
extent necessary to meet increased. pay costs 
authorized by the acts of March 6, 1946 (Pub
lic Law 317), May 21, 1946 (Public Law 385), 
May 24, 1946 (Public Law 390), July 5, 1946 
(Public Law 491), July 31, 1946 (Public Laws 
567, 568, 577), and August 1, 1946 (Public Law 
582), and other legislation enacted during 
or applicable to the fiscal year 1947 author
izing increased pay for civili~n employees of 
the Government . 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, this reso
lution has been reportecfby the Commit
tee on Appropriations, providing for 
funds for certain agencies that need the 
mo~ey to take care of the pay increase 
provided for under Public Law 390 in the 
last Congress. These items, t might say, 
have been gone over very carefully, and 
only the undisputed items, which are ab
solutely necessary, are included. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution calls for 
$243,000,000. The big items involved are 
$176,000,000 for the Post Office Depart
ment and $48,000,000 for the Veterans' 
Administration. The other items are 
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small and include items which the com
mittee has examined very carefully and 
has found cannot be reduced. As_ a mat
ter of fact, I do not believe that those 
items I have referred to can be reduced. 
They are based on the pay act, and most 
of the departments are absorbing the en
tire cost of the -pay -act. Many of the 
others we have had hearings on, and will 
come up in the deficiency bill which 'Ye 
hope to present to the House on Friday 
and take up the first of the week. The 
resolution comes here with the unani
mous report from not only the subcom
mittee but the full committee this morn
ing and we hope that it may go through 
the' Senate just as it-is so that the agen
cies may be supplied with the necessary 
funds. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed and read a third time, was read 
the third time. and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

A NURSE'S VIEW ON COMMUNISM 

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was ·no objection. 
Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Speaker, this 

morning I obtained the opinion of a lady 
who is a registered nurse, and an expe
rienced social-service worker, in regard 
to the President's plan for aid to Greece 
and Turkey. She said that she approved 
the giving of money, food, and other 
things to the people of these needy na
tions, but that to launch military cam
paigns, and by force or threat of force 
compel or attempt to compel the. gov
ernments of these nations to become 
or remain democracies, would be doing 
exactly what we object to Russia doing. 
She said that she does not know just 
how. far we shoUld go in the expendi
tures of those moneys, but she does not 
think we should expend such enor
mous sums of money to combat com
munism elsewhere when we need to 
combat it very much in this country. 

Tomorrow morning I hope to have an.
other report ,for you. 

EXTENSlON OF REMARKS 

Mr. CROW asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include . an editorial from 
Forbes magazine called Raise Wages by 
Tax Cut. 

Mr. COLE of New York asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. MERROW asked anci was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editodal. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN asked and was 
given permission to extend ·his remarks 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. HAND <at the request of Mr. 
SEELY-BROWN) was given permission to 
extend his remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. REDDEN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a petition which he 
received from some citizens in his dis
trict. 

Mr. ROONEY asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 

• I 

RECORD in two instances and to include 
in one-a newspaper editorial and in the 
other a newspaper article. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that on Monday, April 7, 
at the conclusion of the legislative pro:. 
gram of the day and following any special 
orders heretofore entered, I be permitted 
to address the House for 30 minutes on 
the subject The Geneva Trade Confer
ence Program. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that on Tuesday next, fol
lowing any special orders heretofore en
tered, I be permitted to address the 
House for 15 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
OIL 

Mr. MERROW. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to ·address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise: and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Hampshire? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MERROW . . Mr. Speaker, failure 

to adopt the President's program for ex
tending aid to Greece and Turkey means 
that Soviet Russia with her foreign policy 
of expansion and aggression will control 
the Mediterr:;tnean Sea · and the Middle 
East. It is .perfectly obvious that this 
will imperil American oil interests in the 
Middle East. To · prevent this we must 
be . firm and re.solute. During World 
War II great inroads were made on the 
oil reserves in the United States. In the 
event of future trouble the almost illimit
able supply of oil in Arabia will be of 
paramount importance to our national 
defense. To protect our national inter
ests and to help guarantee our security 
we must not allow the Middle East to be 
overrun by a· power whose actions clearly 
indicate an unfaltering determination 
to dominate all the earth. 

When in 1950 the proposed 1,000-mile, 
30- and 31-inch pipeline, at a cost of 
$115,000,000 ~xtending from Sau<;li 
Arabia through Transjordan, Lebanon 
and Syria to the Mediterranean, is com
pleted the production of oil will be 
stepped up from 200,000 barrels a day to · 
500,000 barrels a day. 

I, for one, do not wish to see the secur
ity of the United States endangered by 
the possible cutting off of this oil supply. 
We must prevent the Mediterranean and 
the Middle East from ·falling into the 
hands of a power who refuses to honor 
her agreements and whose policy . is, 
through Moscow-dominated Communist 
partie.s, to control the entire world. 

CUSTOMS BUREAU 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 1ninute. 

· · The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, yester

day there appeared in the Washington 
Times-Herald an editorial to the effect 
that by reason of the budget of the Cus
toms Bureau being reduced, the staff at 
the port of New York had to be reduced 
from 840 to 100-that it was necessary 
to notify 740 of the staff at the New 
York port, including 600 veterans, of 
their dismissal. 

This action on the part of the Customs 
Bureau is not understood. The Customs 
Service is receiving $3,165,000 more in 
1948 than they received in -1947. In 1S47 
there was enough money to employ the 
necessary personnel at the New York 
port. In 1948, with more money, 740 have 
to be dismissed because there is not suf
ficient money. This does not make sense. 

This matter should be checked into by 
the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments and as a member 
of that committee, I am going to urge 
such action. 

The Congress is appropriating suffi
cient money to carry on essential Gov
ment activities. I believe it is impera
tive that the Congress follow through to 

. see that the bureaus or agencies them

. selves do not sabotage the economic pro

. gram·. This action on the part of the 
Customs Bureau should be investigated, 
as well as like actions of other bureaus 
if they occur. . 

If. any administrative or Government 
official is not efficiently and effectively 
carrying out his duty and responsibility, 
the matter should be brought to the at
tention of the Chief Executive of this 
Nation by appropriate action by the 
Congress. 
FOR A FEDERAL SYSTEM OF TRAFFIC 

LAWS 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. . . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts. · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, they call us 

the United States of America, but when 
it comes to our prize product, the auto
mobile, and the jungle of laws in the 48 
States regarding traffic regulation, we 
appear to be the most disunited Nation 
on earth. 

When drivers are not . slaughtering 
others or themselves, they are being held 
up in every State. across the .Nation and 
su~marily fined for infractions they did 
not commit by justices of the peace 
whose every 'whim is law. 

We boast that we are the most peace
loving Nation on earth, yet the yearly toll 
of deaths and injuries on our highways 
reads like a major battle. 

If you intend to make a transconti
nental trip by car, you might just as well 
face the fact that each State you pass 
through, is like a separate nation in it
self, with surprisingly different regula
tions concerning automotive traffic. 

In this chaotic situation, even the best 
of drivers and the best of citizens will, 
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. unwittingly, break some · traffic law, en
dangering the lives of others,' or becom
ing one of the 6,500,000 people who pass 
through municipal traffic courts · each 
year. And, as far as the justices of the 
peace are concerned, the national aver
age of traffic convictions before such hit
and-miss authorities is 98 percent. 
With them, revenue comes before justice. 

To bring this antiquated system into 
line with the needs of modern motorists, 
I propose that we establish a uniform 
system of Federal traffic laws, so-that the 
motorist from Maine will know his rights 
and obligations in California because 
they are the same there as in his home 
State, and vice versa. 

When you consider this qu~tion, just 
remember that the traffic flow on our 
ma)or highways .in 1946, pass(;d ·the vol
ume of 1941, which was the prior peak 
year. This increase came with 1,800,000 
fewer vehi.cles in operation. It does not 
take much imagination to comprehend 
that the situation, bad as it is, will be
come immeasurably worse as , the new 
cars start rolling off the assembly lines 
and onto· the highways. 

The bill I hope to offer to you will 
establish a uniform system throughout 
the Nation, based on the motor vehicle 
code and the model traffic ordinances de• 
veloped , after careful surveys, by . the 
National Coriference on Street and High
way Safety. 

EFFECT OF ·· REDUCTION -OF CERTAIN 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unaninious consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection t>O 
the request of the gentleman from· Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

am very glad to hear my colleague on 
the Republican side, who ' is a member 
of the Committee· on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments, saY he is going 
to ask the committee to investigate iay
offs in the Customs Bureau. I had the 
same thought in mind, but being on the. 
minOiity side I hesitated to suggest it· 
to the committee because that will con
stitute an investigation of the action of 
the Republican Party in making avail
able appropriations under the Treasury
Post Office appropriation bill. Wheh 
that comes up I intend to pursue it all 
along the line, in relation to all agencies, 
particularly as to the effect of the pro
vision carried in the various appropria
tion bills compelling furlough leave, leave 
employees have earned in the past, to be 
paid out of fiscal year 1947 appropria
tions instead of 1948 funds. I hope my 
friend will request the chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from Mich
igan [Mr. HoFFMAN] to call a meeting 
of the committee at once, and I will join 
with him in having that investigation 
made forthwith. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker; I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and 1·evise and extend mY 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from: New 
York? " 

There was no objection. 
[Mr. KEATING addressed the House. 

His remarks appear in the ·Appendix.] 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. BEALL a.Sked and was given per· · 
mission to extend hi& remarks in the 
RECoRD and include some letters relative 
to Mason and Dixon's line and to extend 
his remarks in another instance and to 
include an article by Rev. P. J. Bradley, 
of Frostburg, Md. 

THE COPPER SITUATION 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I hold 

in my hand a 600-page report from the 
Federal Trade Commission on the copper 
industry of the United· States and the 
international copper cartels. The sec
ond part of this report deals with the 
copper industry an,d the concentration of 
control by the three dominant companies. 
No one can read this report and square 
it with the present inadequate supply of 
copper in this country and not be ter
ribly concerned about what is going on. 

Today I am introducing a resolution 
calling for an investigation by the Irtter
st3te and Foreign Commerce Committee 
of the House to get the answer for the 
people~ the· investigation· to follow this 
report and inform the peoplEl· as to what 
is going on in th~ copper field, and which 
I suspicioned the other day when I raised 
the· question · as to the market price of 
copper and ·the manipulations of , the 
market when the copper bill was under 
consideration on this floor. 

. ~TENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. CRAWFORD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
.RECORD and include some editorials from 
a Panama newspaper. 

DEB'l'- AND TAX REDUCTION 

Mr .. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, and revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, the 

gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc
CoRMACK], the whip of the minority, the 
gentleman who for the last 10 or 15 years 
has been so successful in guiding the 
legislative program of the administration 
through the House, and who perhaps has 
had more tO do with the passage of legis
lation than any other man in the House, 
is more responsible for the laying of the 
foundation and the :building of the first, 
-second, third; fourth, fifth, and seventy-
fifth stories and putting the roof on the 
structure which. we now have, wants to 
investigate the governmental monstros
ity that he has put up here in Washing. 
ton. That is all right with me. He said 
he was going to ask me, as chairman of 

the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Department, to investigate the 
action of the Customs Service. Just 1 
week from today-and I recall that the 
minority withdrew a member of the 
committee and selected the gentleman 
from Massachusetts to go on the com
mittee-there will be- a regular meeting 
of that committee. If the gentleman will 
put l;lis request in writing, we wiJl start 
the investigation at once. 

ANNOUNCEMENT 

The SPEAKER. It is -the desire of a 
great many Members that the tax bill be 
disposed of as promptly as possible to
morrow. TheTefore, the Chair will not 
recogniZe any Member for 1-minute 
speeches tomorrow until after the tax- bill 
has been disposed of. 

INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX PAYMENTS 

Mi. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
call up. House.-Resolution.161 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

-The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved., That upon the adoption of this 

resolution i.t shall be in ordtr.· to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for consideration of the blll. (H. R. 1) to 
reduce individual income-tax payments, and 
all poin~of order against said bill are here
by waivPd. That after general debate~ which 
shall be confined to the bill and continue 
not to exceed 6 hours, to be equally dividEd 
and contrfllled by the chairman and ranlting 
minority me~nber of the Committee on Ways 
and .Means, the blll shall be c:msidered ~s 
having been read for amendment. No 
amendment shall be in order to the said -bill 
except the substitute amendment recom
mended by the Committee on Ways and 
Means now in the bill and such amend
ment shall - be in order, any )'Ule of the 
House to the contrary notwithstanding, but 
shall not be subject to any amendment except 

· such amendments as may be otfered py 
direction of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. At the conclw;ion of such considera
tion, the COmmittee shall rice and report the 
bill to the House and ·the previous question 
shall be considered as Oi'dered on the bill to 
final passage without intervening motion, 
except one motion to recommit, with or with
out instructions. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. M.r. Speaker, 
I yield 30 minutes to the g~tleman· from 
lllinois [Mr. SWTH], and at .this time I 
yield myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. Speaker, as you know, this is a 
closed rule. It waives all points of or
der. It grants 6 hours'. general debate, 
after which the bill will be read for 
amendment under the 5-minute rule, 
amendments 'to be offered only by the 
Ways and Means Committee. · 

To the new ·Members today I would 
explain that since I have been in Con
gress,-almost 15 years, every tax bill has 
come before the House under a closed 
rule. It may be possible- that later on 
some of my good friends on the other 
side will emphasize the fact that this is 
a closed rule. So I want you to bear in 
mind the fact that under the able lead
ership of my good friends the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] and the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCoR
MACK] for many years past, every tax bill 
that has come before this Congress has 
come under a similar rule to that under 
consideration here today. 
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Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AL.t.EN of Illinois. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 

recognizes there is one important distin
guished feature, however, that the fuil 
Committee on Ways and Means always 
asked for it on those occasions. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. That shows 
that the Republican members were 
ready to cooperate· under those most try
ing times. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Yes. I will be 
happy to yield. 

Mr. COX. As a member of the gentle
man's committee, I want to say there is 
nothing extraordinary about the rule 
which he now presents. On every occa
sion heretofore, since I have been. a mem
ber of that committee, a rule of this 
character has been requested on bills of 
the nature of the bill which the pending 
resolution proposes to make in order. 
The reason for requesting such rule and 
the justification of the gentleman's com
mittee for always granting such rules has 
been that the bills are of such technical 
nature that they could hardly be well 
considered in any other manner. That 
is the position that I take. I have here
tofore supported the granting of rules of 
this character. I can see no reason now 
for reversing the position that I have 
heretofore taken. I think it reasonable 
and fair and certainly it is consistent 
with the practice of this body that the 
gentleman should ask the Hous~ to adopt 
the rule which he now presents. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I thank my 
good friend for his contribution. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Surely, I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. RAYBURN. As far as I am con
cerned, I join with the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. CoxJ, and as far as I am 
individually concerned I shall not resist 
the rule. _Fifteen Members on the Re
publican side have made the bill bad 
enough, and I fear if we turn it loose for 
amendment to 245 Members it may be 
impossible to write a bill. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield. 
Mr. REED of New York. After 14 

years' experience with bad bills, I think 
we are safe to proceed with this one. 
But I want to say further that the for
mer distinguished chairman of the Ways 
and Means Committee was delayed and 
he called me on the telephone and asked 
me to convey to the Rules Committee 
that he favored this rule. The gentle- • 
man will recall that I conveyed that in
formation to the committee. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, having in mind, as indi
cated by our distinguished former Speak
er, that we all have different ideas in 
regard to our tax structure, when I heard 
that the Ways and Means Committee 
contemplated a 20-percent reduction 
across the board I wrote the following 

letter to the · chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee: 

FEBRUARY 13, 1947. 
Hon. HAROLD KNUTSON> 

Chairman} Ways and Means Committee} 
House of Representatives} 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: Within the next 

few days the Committee on Ways and Means 
will begin consideration of proposed legisla
tion to reduce the burden of taxation that 
has been borne by the American people in 
recent years. Realizing that the time for 
hearings will be limited, I am addressing my 
recommendations to you, as chairman, for 
transmission to and consideration by the 
members of your committee. 

I most earnestly urge that the committee, 
in their effort to prepare an income tax re
duction bill which will be both profitable in 
result and equitable in imposition, · give 
favorable consideration to my proposal for 
a reduction on a graduated scale of per
centages. 

As you and the membe1·s of your commit
tee are aware, I have proposed a 20-percent 
reductio!! in taxes on incomes up to $2,500 
per annum; 17 percent on incomes between 
$2.,500 and $5,000; 15 percent on incomes be
tween $5,000 and $-10,000; and 10 percent on 
all incomes over $10,000 per annum. I be
lieve this ratio would be most equitable to 
our taxpayers, and yet would work no hard
ship on our over-all economic situation. 
Cognizant of the complexities and the tech
nical nature of tax legislation, I realize that 
the percentage. figures indicated may be sub
ject to variance as the judgment of your 
committee may determine. 

While providing incentive, the plan I have 
proposed for a perceptage tax reduction dif
ferentiation would tend to mitigate the 
greater comparative disparity in purchasing 
power of the lower income groups. In mak
ing this recommendation, I am more in
terested-and I am sure our people are more 
interested-in the load that is to be carried 
than in the vehicle that carries it. We now 
have a huge Federal debt. This debt must 
be paid to preserve the credit of the United 
States, and it can only be paid through tax
ation. Along with the determination of 
lowering taxes, must also come the actual 
reduction of Federal expenditures. 

In the United States our legislation is 
made under a democratic system. Not every
one can have his way, but everyone can have 
his say. The meeting of minds is most 
surely to be reached through compromise. 
That is true democracy 

Being firmly persuaded that the principle 
I am advocating is perfectly sound and in 
the best interests of our country and the 
welfare of its people, I earnestly urge full 
and careful consideration of my proposal 
by your committee. 

You will note in my letter to the 
chairman that I respectfully requested 
that the lower-income group receive a 
greater reduction than the higher
income group. I am happy indeed that 
the Committee on Ways and Means has 
seen fit to follow my suggestions. 

Mr. Speaker, may I digress but for a 
moment and direct the attention of all 
members, and especially of my younger 
colleagues, to the great debt that we 
Congressmen and every American owe 
to these elder statesmen of the Ways and 
Means Committee, six of who have served 
this Congress more combined years than 
we have been a Nation. What a wealth of 
experience these men bring to this eight
ieth session of Congress. This bill is 
the fruit of their labors this session and 
1·epresents the result of the wisdom 

these men have accumulated · during 
their long years of service to our coun
try. All honor to y.ou, our elder states
men-BoB DOUGHTON, HAROLD KNUTSON, 
DAN REED, RoY WOODRUFF, TOM JENKINS, 
JERRY COOPER, MILTON WEST, NOAH 
MASON, and all other members of the 
committee. As long as we are associ
ated with such as these, we in this House 
cannot go far afield in legislating in 
behalf of our Nation's interests. How 
few of our constituency realize the long 
steady grind that goes on in our com
mittees day after day, week after week, 
in honest endeavor to compound all dif
ferences and to perfect every bill before 
'its presentation to this House. The 
record of the work being done every day 
by the House committees under the 
newly adopted Reorganization Act is 
one of which this body, this Nation can 
well be proud. 

It is in full realization of all the fore- 
going that I am myself persuaded to 
lend my full suport to this bill as re
ported · out of the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

The bill, as reported, comes from the 
Ways and Means Committee with the 
unanimous support of the members of 
the majority party. It also has the full 
endorsement of all Republican members 
of the Rules Committee. It also re
deems one of the pledges made by the 
Republican Policy Committee, appointed 
by our own honored Speaker, Han. 
JOSEPH W. MARTIN, then Republican 
leader of the House. This bill span
sored by a Republican House has been 
calculated not alone to reduce the tax 
burden upon all classes, but also to pro
vide sufficient revenue to carry on all 
necessary functions of Government in 
keeping with the reductions in Federal 
spending as covered by the revised Re
publican Budget, which received over
whelming approval by this body. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is popularly 
known as a bill to reduce income taxes, 
but it is actually, and in fact, a bill 
which will determine the rate of taxes 
which all Americans of all classes will 
have to turn over to their Federal Gov
ernment next year. It-was the Seventy
ninth Congress, under a Democratic 
President, which actually established 
·the high rates which now exist. Re
publicans are convinced that the pres
ent rates are too high. We desire to cut 
unnecessary Federal expenditures and 
pass these savings on to the taxpayer 
in the form of tax relief. Would any 
deny that our people are entitled to this 
relief? 

To those of you who would say that 
this bill is not equitable or just in its 
rates to any one class I wduld say: 
These rates are more favorable to the 
lower-income group than any tax bill 
ever enacted by a Democratic adminis
tration. 

Reconciling my own views as to what 
might constitute the best revision of our 
tax law, I ask every member on both 
sides of tl:fe aisle to support this rule. 
Let us in that way give our expression 
of confidence to those who labored so 
ardently in the committee in bringing 
out this bill. 
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' Mr. Speaker, besides a reduction in 

taxes, we Republicans must cut down 
Federal expenditures if we are to have 
economic stability. · 

VieWing in retrospect the mushroom 
growth of our Government during the 
past 14 ·years-with its usurpation of 
many powers that formerly belonged to 
the States; with its octopus-like tentacles 
reaching into every phase of our eco
nomic, our social, and even our personal 
lives; with its tremendous drain on our 
Treasury, and the financial burden on 
our citizens-would it not be wise to stop 
for a moment and revaluate the purpose 
of government. · 

Government Is not an end in itself-as 
many· foreign ideologies hbld-govern
ment is a means by which th,e governed 
should be aided in attaining their own 
ends. What a government does to help 
its citizens realize happiness, is good
because it serves its end. What a gov
ernment does to impede the happiness 
of its citizens, is bad. In other words, 
a government is good only so long as 
there exists a proper relationship be
tween the needs of the people and the 
functions of the government. Govern
ment in itself is restrictive. Some re
striction is good, however, so long ·as it 
contributes to the happiness of a greater 
number of our people. But each func
tion of government in excess of the need 
is an unnecessary" restriction on the gov
erned. The continued spread of govern
ment· wili cause further distortion be
tween the purpose of government and the 
function of government. It might be 
well to examine in concrete terms this re
lationship between the functions of gov
ernment and the needs of the people. 

When I first came to Congress 15 year.s 
ago, there was a peanut vendor across 
from the White House. I believe his 
name was Nick-but his name is unim
portant-he was representative of many 
small businessmen. So i am going to 
use him as my example in attempting to 
bring out the distortion now existing be
tween the needs for government and the 
extent of government. It is not a true 
story, of course, but it might bring the 
problem into clearer focus. 

In the dark days of the depression, 
Nick was selling peanuts at his little 
stand across from the White House. He 
was not making much money, but he was 
able to support his family and enjoy a 
few comforts. One day he was ap
proached by an unemployed personnel 
assistant-who was also somewhat of a 
salesman. We will call him Frank. 

· Frank became conversant with Nick, and 
soon had him convinced that his peanut 
stand could be expanded into a major 
enterprise-and Frank volunteered to do . 
the job. Nick had not much money, but 
he had good credit. Visualizing himself 
as a merchant prince, he hired Frank and 
borrowed money to pay his salary. 
Frank then pointed out that he would 
need a classification specialist to group 
all passers-by under the proper head
ing-that is, "Customer;'' "Prospective 
customer," or just ·plain "Non-peanut
eaters." Nick approved the idea, bor
rowed more money to pay the classifica
tion specialist's salary, and kept on sell
ing peanuts. 

The three of them were standing on 
the street comer one day when it started 
to rain. Frank pointed out that an 
embryonic merchandising empire could 
not conduct business in the rain, on a 
street corner. You guessed it-Frank 
persuaded Nick to borrow more money 
to rent an omce building-but Nick kept 
on selling peanuts. 

As he was no longer under Nick's direct 
supervision, Frank took it upon himself 
to make all the decisions. He started 
out by ·hiring two secretaries, two build· 
ing guards, and a janitor. This, of 
course, necessitated a pay-roll clerk to 
pay the salaries. By this time Nick had 
been persuaded to set up an unlimited 
checking account in Frank's name-so 
there was no trouble with financing the 
expansion. One employee led to an
other, and one function necessitated an
other-until finally there were several 
hundred employees serving the interests 
of Nick, the peanut vendor. 

Further expansion of the enterprise 
was planned; and a meeting of the ad
ministrative executives was called to 
work out some of the details. Nick was 
hopelessly in debt, and he wanted to put 
an end to the venture-so he decided to 
stop selling peanuts long enough to at
tend the meeting. After the grandiose 
plans had been explained and discussed, 
Frank, the chairman of the board of 
directors, rose from .his plush chair, and 
inquired: "Are ' there any objectio~s to 
the proposed plan for expansion?" Nick, 
whose small frame was obscured by the 
immensity of the meeting room, rose 
from his hard wooden chair in the far 
rear corner, and in a weak voice replied, 
"I object. This foolishness has gone far 
enough. Yol;lr schemes have bankrupted 
me." . · 
· Nick's small voice was drowned out by 
the buzz of whispers around the room. 
Everyone was asking who the strange 
little fellow could be. But no one seemed 
to know-not even the ·members of the 
board of directors. Prank recognized 
Nick, however. He rose and explained to 
the assembly rather casually: "Oh, him! 
That's Nick, the peanut vendor. We 
don't have to pay any attention to him. 
He probably thinks he should have some
thing to say about the operation of this 
enterprise just because he financed it." 

You might think this chain of ·events 
too ludicrous to be within the realm of 
possibility-but the point is, gentlemen, 
that it is not only possible-it is what 
actually happened. That is exactly how 
the number of Government employees 
was doubled in the 7-year period from 
1932 to 1939. In 1939 there were ap
proximately 925,000 persons on the Fed
eral pay roll. On VJ-day this number 
had increased to 3,650,000-an increase of 
nearly 400 percent since 1939-and about 
700 percent since 1932. The functions of 
Government must be expanded in war
time; and increased personnel was prob
ably necessary. My criticism is directed 
to the fact that now-more than a year 
and a half since V J -day-there are still 
2,250,000 individuals on the Federal pay 
roll. This is nearly five times the num
ber of Federal employees in 1932. So 
you can see that the story is not as 
ridiculous as it appears .. 

The fu,nctions, the powers, the per
sonnel, and the expense of the Federal 
Government have grown in just such a 
manner as Nick's venture-and the peo
ple of the United States, who are paying 
the bill for this purposeless monstrosity 
we call Government, apparently can not 
stop it. They are dissatisfied-but they 
can not make their voices heard. This 
Government has become a bureaucracy
and its bureaucrats have become so far 
removed from the control of the people, 
that they have apparently forgotten that 
the people exist. And when the exist
ence of the people is forcibly brought to 
their attention, they can say with impu
dence: "Oh, them! They are merely the 
people of the United States. We don't 
have to pay any attention to what they 
want. They seem to think they have 
something to say about the operation of 
this Government simply because they 
pay the bills." · 

The operating expense of the Federal 
Government now exceeds $50 a month 
for every employed person in the United 
States. But the tremendous cost is not 
the most dangerous aspect of this mon
strous governmental machine. The real 
danger lies in the fact that the machine 
has become a Frankenstein-so powerful 
that its maker no longer controls it
so powerful that it could destroy its 
maker. The Federal Government has 
become so immense-has ·assumed so 
many functions--and has become so far 
removed from the people-that it now 
threatens the freed<>m it was created to 
insure. 

Hatton W. Sumners, a sincere Demo
crat, and formerly chairman of the 
House Judiciary Committee, summed up 
the situation perfectly. When announc
ing his intention of retiring from Con
gress after 34 years' service, Representa
tive Sumners said: 

By ignoring principles and the lessons of 
history. and accepting the theories of men 
and political expedience for our guidance, 
we have made vassals· of our States and de
pendents of our people. 

By concentration of governmental power 
and drafts upon the Federal Treasury, we 
have now a financially "busted," great piled
up mass of governmental confusion-beyond 
human comprehension-impossible of dem
ocratic control-extravagant-wasteful-in
emcient-and by its nature, the instrumen
tality of favoritism, tyranny-oppression 
and corruption. and the destroyer of the 
self-reliance and self-respect and govern
mental capacity of the people--qualities 
without which no people can remain f1·ee. 

These words of a great American sum 
up the real danger that now confronts us 
because of the huge Federal bureaucracy. 
Bureaucracy-by its very definition
means Government by administrative of
ficers who are not subject to the com
mon law of the land. Neither citizens 
nor Congress have recourse from their 
decisions. 

These Government officials who have 
never served in an elective· office can is
sue regulations with the effect of law. It 
is the duty of this Congress to get rid or 
these bureaucrats. 

To allow this system to '!lecome more 
firmly entrenched means greater regi
mentation of the lives and affairs of all 
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the people. The Senate Judiciary Com-

. mittee has reported that 130 Federal bu
reaus and agencies are empowered to is
sue rules, regulations, and directives that 
have the force of law. It found that 
more than 100,000 such "laws" had been 
issued between 1933 and 1943. The com
mittee estimated that it would require 18 
months' work by a staff of experts to an
alyze only the most important classes of 
Executive orders and regulations, to de
termine whether they had any statutory 
authority and whether they provided 
necessary safeguards to the citizen. 
There lies the real danger of bureauc
racy-the danger that the power of the 
people of the United States to govern 
themselves will be usurped completely by 
bureaucratic ukases. 

I use the word ukase advisedly. In to
talitarian Russia administrative orders, 
which have the force of law, are issued 
by bureaucrats similar to our own. Vio
lations of these orders can carry penal
ties as severe as death, and yet the people 
of Russia have no recourse-no appeal 
from this arbitrary treatment-not even 
the protection of the courts. These ad
ministrative orders are called ukases. 
And ukase is exactly what I mean when 
!'speak of the 100,000 orders and regula
tions issued by the bureaucrats now in 
control of our Government. 

One of the most noteworthy develop
ments in American life is the zeal with 
which machinery is designed· and built by 
the Federal Government ostensibly to 
serve various public interests and under
takings, but in reality to control them. 
Perhaps in no other way is the decline of 
faith in liberty so clearly marked. 

When anything appears to go wrong, 
or when any desirable movement seems 
to lag, a cry goes up for the creation of 
some new board or commission, and for 
an appropriation of public funds to main
tain it in reasonable comfort. An infinite 
number of forms must be filled out and 
an infinite number of records must be 
kept, classified, and audited at steadily 
mounting costs. 

So far as the Federal Government is 
concerned, there has been overcentrali
zation for a long time past-overcentral
ization by assuming governmental func
tions that formerly, and rightfully, be
longed to the individual States. Too 
many persons in the Federal Government 
are engaged in supervising, in inspecting, 
and in recording the work of other per
sons. There is too much machinery, and 
in consequence a steady temptation to 
lay more stress upon the form of govern
ment than upon its content and purpose. 
There are, in addition, too many laws and 
too many precise laws and not enough 
opportunity for those mistakes and fail
ures due to individual initiative and ex
periment, which are the foundations of 
great and lasting success. 

Another danger of the huge Federal 
governmental set-up is its exorbitant 
cost in the face of a huge national debt. 
Any excuse for expanding the personnel 
and functions of the Government passed 
with the cessation of hostilities. The 
time has long since passed when the 
emergency wartime functions of the Gov
ernment should have been dispensed 
with. 

There has been much double talk 
about liquidating wartime agencies. Ac
tually, most of these wartime agencies 
with their functions, personnel, and 
funds have merely been transferred al
most intact to regular old-line Govern
ment agencies. 

For example, the Office of War Infor
mation, the Office of Inter-American Af
fairs, the Office of Strategic Services, 
and the Foreign Economic Administra
tion were abolished sometime after the 
~hooting war had ended. Bl!t these agen
cies were abolished in name only. In 
reality, almost all of their functions, 
personnel, and funds were transferred to 
the State Department. In August 1945, 
before the transfer was effected, the 
State Department had 11,188 employees. 
In March 1846 the State Department 
had 19,801 employees. This figure is in
teresting because it shows that State De
partment personnel increased in direct 
proportion to the decrease in personnel 
of the agencies which were supposedly 
liquidated. This is not an isolated in
stance-it is a general practice. The 
Senate Committee on Reduction of Non
essential Federal Expenditures brought 
out this point in a report on postwar 
Federal personnel. This report showed 
that personnel in emergency war agen
cies had been reduced nearly 100,000 in 
the first 6 months following v J -day. 
But personnel in old-line Government 
agencies had been increased nearly 90,-
000 in the same period. According to the 
Senate committee, most of this in
creased personnel in the permanent 
agencies was occasioned by the transfer 
of functions from scattered war agen
cies which had been ordered transferred 
or liquidated. 

For the entire period of our Nation's 
history, from 1789 to 19.33, a period of 
144 years, the sum total of all Federal 
expenditures, including the cost of World 
War I, was $110,896,000,000. At the rate 
of spending proposed in the budget sub
mitted by President Truman to this Con
gress, this amount would not even pay 
the cost of government for 3 years. 

In · addition to the burden of meeting 
current operating expenses, the taxpay
ers of this country are also faced with a 
national debt which now stands at ap
proximately $261,000,000,000. But the 
economic theorists in our Federal bu
reaus tell us that we have nothing to 
worry about. They point out that we 
have always had a national debt. They 
say a national debt is necessary to our 
economy. They admit that our national 
debt is bigger than ever before, but they 
contend that there are more people than 
ever before to pay the debt. The na
tional debt can only be paid by the peo
ple. The only fair way to view this debt, 
then, is the burden it presents to each 
individual. 

In 1790 the debt could have been wiped 
out had each living inhabitant of the 
United States paid in $19 to the National 
Treasury, After the War of 1812 each 
person would have had to pay in $15. 
Just after the Civil War the figure rose 
to $78; and after World War I, to $240. 
To extinguish the present national debt, 
each man, woman, and child in ·the 
United States w.ould have to pay about 
$2,000. But every person in the United 

State's cannot be classified as a tax{Jayer . 
The present national debt is more than 
$5,000 for every income taxpayer in the 
United States. 

It has been our national tradition to 
pay down our war debts promptly. Our 
past record with respect to our national 
debt is good enough to encourage us, and 
poor enough to put us on guard. Dur
ing the 155 years from 1792 through 
1946, we have had 93 years of net surplus 
in our national budget, and 62 years of 
net deficiency. 

Throughout our .history, the greatest 
obstacles to national financial strength, 
and the most acute dangers of fiscal col
lapse have never ' been the result of in
adequate or failing resources, but al
ways the consequence of weak financial 
policies. 

George Washington gave some good 
adyice on the subject of public debt in 
his Farewell Address of September 1796. 
He said: 

As a very important source of strength and 
security, cherish public credit. One method 
of preserving it is to use it as sparingly as 
possible; avoiding occasions of expense by 
cultivating peace, but remembering also that 
timely disbursements to prepare for danger 
frequently prevent much greater disburse
ments to repel it; avoiding likewise the ac
cumulation of debt, not only by shunning 
occasions of expense, but by vigorous exer
tions in time of peace to discharge the debts 
which unavoidable wars may have occa
sioned, not ungenerously throwing · upon 
posterity the burdens which. we ourselves 
ought to bear. 

It is apparent that in the immediate 
past, this Government has ignored the 
advice of our founding fathers-and has 
completely overlooked the needs of the 
people·. Under our present bureaucratic 
system, our citizens are ruled entirely in
consistent with the purpose of govern
ment. Our Government has become an 
end in itself-it· is no longer a mean~ 
by which the governed are aided in seek
ing their own end. . 

Radical newspapers, left-wing ora
tors, and New-Deal propagandists have 
recently been sniping at the new Re
publican Congress. They say that the 
Republicans have not yet brought forth 
one piece of important legislation. It 
must . be remembered that those propa
gandists visualize important legislation 
as that giving the Federal Government 
more powers to hire more people-and 
spend. more money-and do more things 
that the people of this country can do 
for themselves-and do them better than 
the Government could. 

The new Republican Congress is work- · 
ing to bring about a sensible government 
in the United States. Its work is to bring 
back into harmony the needs of the gov
erned and the extent of government. 
The Republican Congress is working to 
make the Government of the United 
States consistent with the purpose of 
government. 

In setting about this job of revaluating 
the purpose of government, careful study 
must be given to each individual function
of each individual unit, in each division, 
in each office, in each bureau, in each 
agency of the Federal Government. 
Those functions which are good-that is, 
those functions which serve the needs of 
the people-will be retained. And those 
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functions which exist for their own end
unnecessary functions, overlapping func
tions-will be cut. 

It is the first duty of the Republican 
Congress to rip to pieces the superstruc
ture of Federal Government-with its in
efficiency, its waste, and its corruption
and reestablish a proper relationship be
tween the Government and the governed, 
where a free people choose their law
makers, and thereby protect themselves 
from arbitrary treatment by government. 

Lindsay C. Warren, Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, has sumJDed 
up the first duty confronting the Repub
lican Congress. While testifying before 
a committee of the Senate some time 
ago, Lindsay Warren said: 

I am firmly of the opinion that if the pres
ent trend continues-that is, the creation of 
Government corporations-or if it is not 
curbed, we will soon have a government by 
Government corporations. A large segment 
of the Government 1s today operating inde
pendently of congressional control and free 
from accountability to the Executive. In
deed, this thing we call Government has 
reached such gargantuan proportions that it 
Is sprawled all over the lot. It has become 
greater than Congress, its creator-and at 
times it arrogantly snaps its fingers in the 
face of Congress. 

That is the way the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States defines the 
problem-and who should be in a better 
position to know the condition of Gov
ernment than the person who audits its 
records? To solve the problem, Lindsay 
Warren advises: 

Duplications and overlapping are widely 
prevalent, and untold millions could be saved 
and efficiency increased to a high degree. Of 
course, there would be loud yelps and snarls, 
but that is always true when powers are 
curbed, consolldations made, or appropria
tions reduced or discontinued. 

The most necessary thing that I know of 
today along governmental lines is a thorough
going reorganization of the executive branch 
of the Government. It should be done scien
tifically, but once the decision 1s made, then 
a bush ax or a meat cleaver should be used. 
The only way to reorganize is to reorganize. 
It calls for great courage. 

From this statement, you can see that 
it is not only Republicans who wish to set 
this Government on solid ground. It is 
a job for all patriotic Americans, regard
less of their politics. 

Well, gentlemen, there is the problem 
of this Congress-to give the people of 
the United States the kind and the 
amount of government they need, at a 
price they can afford to pay. It is going 
to be a big job-and we are going to have 
a lot of opposition from those who sur
vive and prosper because of inefficiency 
in Government. But regardless of the 
obstacles, it is our job to eliminate these 
expensive functions of Government for 
which there is no excuse or purpose-and 
it is our duty to see that the people of 
the United States wjll be heard when 
they register complaints against the 
operations of the Government. After all, 
it is they who are paying the bill. 
MOST DRASTIC GAG RULE EVER BROUGHT TO FLOOR 

OF HOUSE 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I shall not 
oppose this rule, notwithstanding the fact 
it is the ·most drastic gag rule that bas 
ever been brought to the floor of the 
House. It not only precludes any Mem-

ber from offering amendments to im
prove the bill, if the bill could be im
proved, but it also precludes reading of 
the bill. As I stated, no amendments 
may be offered. So I feel that the 6 hours' 
general debate as provided by the rule is 
merely that much time and talk wasted. 

I fully appreciate the statement made 
by my colleague the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. ALLEN], my chairman of the 
Rules Committee, that he urged improve
ment of the original bill, known as H. R. 
1. but by no means is it an A No. 1 bill 
even now. The gentleman says, and I 
know he means it: that he asked for 
elimination of the more drastic provi
sions and tried to improve the bill after 
having given it consideration and having 
heard from the people at home. I com- · 
mend him for his efforts, although he 
still has not succeeded in bringing in a 
bill which could be considered a fair bill. 

THIS BILL NOT COMPLICATED 

Yes, Mr. Speaker; on technical, com
plicated revenue-producing bills in the 
past we have brought in a closed rule, 
prohibiting amendments; but there is 
nothing complicated about this bill. 

Instead of the present 30-percent re
duction for small taxpayers, this bill can 
be easil:v and reasonably amended to 
provid~ a 40-percent relief in the lowest 
brackets; a 35-percent reduction to those 
earning $5,000 to $10,000; 30 percent to 
those earning from ~10,000 to $15,000; 
and so on. 

Or better yet, Mr. Speaker, exemp
tions could be increased from $500 to 
$750 or $1,000, as provided in the Forand 
and Et:.gle bills. 

This bill, as reported, is expected to 
reduce tax reve11ues, roughly, $3,800,000,-
000, .but, due to retroactive provisions, 
will reduce by $5,700,000,000. 

But 6" percent of this saving of almost 
$6,000,000,000 will go to only the top 4 
percent of income taxpayers, while 96 
percent of the taxpayers will have to 
share the remaining 40 percent of the 
savings. 

We have to take a bill that has been 
rushed through by the majority and re
ported to the House after only 2 days of 
hearings, at which only two witnesses 
appeared. · 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. MICHENER. I am interested in 
the statement the gentleman just made 
that only two witnesses appeared. 
Since they were both Assistant Secre
taries of the Treasury under the Roose
velt administration, I wonder if the gen.
tleman ·questioned what they said. 

SHOULD AWAIT MATURE JUDGMENT 

Mr. SABATH. Well, they both, as I 
understood their views, felt that we 
should delay passage of a bill reducing 
our tax income by $5,880,000,000 until 
we can see whether it would be justified, 
and that we should first start to balance 
the budget and later reduce the indebt
edness increased vastly by the last war. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I might say that 
they appeared in their individual capac-

ities. No others of the public were per
mitted to appear and testify. They rep
resented a tax association in New York. 
They are both very estimable men. I do 
not know how both of them have been 
politically, but I know one of them op
posed the late President in 1940 and 1944. 

Mr. SABATH. I thank the gentleman 
for the explanation. I was under the 
impression that my colleague, the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. MICHENER] had 
reference to the Secretary of the Treas
ury and the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue who both felt there should be 
no action at this time; that we should 
wait a little until we see where we are. 

Mr . . MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield. 
Mr. MICHENER. Then the gentle

man has already named four witnesses 
who did appear. 

Mr. SABATH. I meant ·~wo for and 
two against. 

Mr. MICHENER. So at least four ap
peared. 

Mr. SABATH. Yes; two for and two 
against. 

Mr. MICHENER. May I say to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc
CoRMACK] that these former Assistant 
Secretaries of the Treasury, or Under 
Secretaries, I think they were called, 
were familiar with the situation, and s..s 
soon ar they found where the tax plan 
was leading us they were brave enough to 
come back to the Congress and state that 
they had been wrong. 

Mr. SABATH. Well, I understood the 
gentleman. Only two supporting wit
nesses appeared, as the gentleman from 
Massachusetts has explained. 

Due t9 the interruptions, Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks and include therein certain 
schedules and certain figures and articles, 
one appearing in the Chicago Sun. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield. 
· Mr. McCORMACK. I want the REc
ORD to show that personally I respect 
both of these men. I was a member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
when they were Under Secretaries, 
as the gentleman from Michigan has 
said, but also, as I have previously stated 
for the RECORD-and I do not know 
about both of them, but I know one of 
them, and . I liked them very well, I 
liked to see them; I have a friendship 
for them personally-one of them, I 
know, in 1940 and 1944, opposed Presi
dent Roosevelt. But, I did not want the 
gentleman's very keen observation to re
main in the RECORD without saying what 
the true facts are, and that from a com
mittee, of which these two are promi
nent members, has emanated a very 
thick document on taxes, which I re
ceived a copy of and which I assume all 
the members of the Committee on Ways 
and Means received a copy of, and prob
ably all the Members of the Congress. 
In any event, they are part of a tax com
mittee located in New York and are 
making their recommendations haVing 
in mind that environment. 

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 
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Mr. HERTER. In connection with the 
remarks made by my colleague, I might 
add that a third Under Secretary of the 
Treasury under Mr. Roosevelt, T. Jef-

·ferson Coolidge, a very distinguished con
stituent of mine, joined fully in the rec
ommendations made by Mr. Hanes and 
Mr. Magill, and has so stated publicly. 

Mr. SABATH. I presume these are 
able gentlemen, but they have not been 
free from service to special interests 
whose self-seeking propaganda and pres
sure brought about the adoption by the 
Committee on Ways and Means of this 
bill. They belong to and speak for those 
in the higher brackets who will be the 
chief beneficiaries of this bill. 

WHY DO THEY NOW NEED FURTHER RELIEF? 

· This is not the first time that these 
persuasive gentlemen have been able to 
bring about substantial benefits to the 
wealthy and the powerful. In 1945 very 
substantial benefits in the way of carry
back provisions were given, and corpora
tions were relieved of excess-profits 
taxes, all to the benefit of wealthy peo
ple. Approximately $9,000,000,000 in_ re
duction of tax liability was accomplished . 
making such changes in, the wartime tax 
structure as was then deemed necessary. 
This, of course, is in addition to the six 
or seven billions of dollars in benefits 
which resulted from the tax-forgiveness 
features of the Ruml plan. 

It is hard to believe, Mr. Speaker, that 
they now need further relief. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. If the gentleman will 
pardon me, I want 'to make an explana
tion. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I think we need one. 
Mr. SABATH. What does this bill do? 

~ did not know whether I would get 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks and include therein some reports 
and statistics, so for the first time I have 
prepared my speech. I am not going 
to follow it because of the interruptions 
and because of my desire to answer any 
fair questions that may be put to me. I 
am going to disregard my prepared notes 
and proceed in my usual way to try to 
show that this bill will not give relief to 
the people who need relief most. 

EMERGENCIES ARE NOT ALL PAST 

I have felt and I still feel that the 
period of great emergency is not past. 
We do not know whether we can balance 
the budget within the tax revenues; we 
do not know if we can meet out of income 
the minimum needs our Army and Navy 
are seeking. 

However, as long as the bill is here with 
all its imperfections, I cannot understand 
why, in the preparation of the committee 
report, you' based your comparisons on 
the wartime revenue act of 1945 rather 
than on the more comparable act of 1939. 

You knew that the 1945 act was partial 
to big taxpayers and to corporations, 
and was unfair to the· little people of 
small earnings. 

You know that you, sir, and I now 
address myself to the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, because 
of your strategic position at that time, 
forced the enactment of a bill not desired 
by the Democratic leadership. 

It was their desire to give first and 
primary relief to the small taxpayers; but 

to get any kind of a bill through they 
were forced to yield to you. 

I contend, therefore, that the instant 
bill, H. R. 1 as amended, should be com
pared with the 1939 statute rather than 
with 1945. In that way you will see more 
clearly how unfair this bill is to the little 
people of America, and how it favors the 
people with big annual incomes. 

At thiS point, Mr. Speaker, I insert 
the table from the minority report of the 
Ways and Means Committee which gives 
that comparison,. and shows the in
equities in percentage points of the 
present bill in relation to the 1939-
schedule: 

TABLE 5.-Comparison of amounts of indi
vidual income tax under the Revenue Act 
of 1945 and under H. R. 1 as amended by 
the Committee on Ways and Means with 
1939 taxes, for specified amounts of net 
income · 

MARRIED PERSON-NO DEPENDENTS 

Amounts of tax Percentage in· 
crease in tax 

Net in· 1939 I come Revenue H. R.1 Rev- H.R.1 
Act of as enue as 
1945 amend- Act of amend-

ed 2 1945 ed 
----------

Pet. Pet. $1,000 ___ __ $0 $0 $0 ------- ------ --$1,20() _____ 0 38 2i ------- --------$1,500 _____ 0 95 67 ------- --------$2,000 _____ 0 190 133 -- ----- --------$2,500 _____ 0 285 228 -- ----- --------$4,000 _____ 44 589 471 1, 238.6 970.5 
$6,000 _____ 116 1,045 836 800.9 620.7 
$10,000 ____ 415 2,185 1, 748 426.5 321. 2 
$25,000.--- 2,489 9,082 7,266 264.9 191.9 
$50,000 ____ 8,869 24,795 19,836 179.6 123.7 
$100,000.- - 32,469 63,128 50,502 94.4 55.5 
$500,000 ___ 304,144 407,465 342,074 34.0 12.5 
$1,000,000 .. 679,044 839,715 728,824 23.7 7. 3 
$5,000,000 .. 3, 788,994 34,275,000 3,822,824 12.8 .9 

t Assumes maximum earned net income. 
2 Assumes taxpayer is under 65 years of age. 
a Taking into account maximum effective rate limita

tion of 85.5 percent. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to my colleague. 
Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, the courage 

I see displayed here on the floor here 
this morning by one who was so severely 
dealt with last Monday is something that 
commands my very great admiration. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I only 
yielded to the gentleman for a question. 

Mr. COX. The gentleman misunder
stood me, I wanted to praise and not 
damn him. 

Mr. SABATH. ' I beg your pardon. I 
am afraid that again I failed to hear 
what the gentleman said. I am grateful 
to the gentle:;.nan for his kind words and 
his tribute. I am doing what I have to 
do. 

And now I must return to the subject 
of my remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, I have here a compila
tion showing the small savings to in
dividuals with low incomes under this 
proposed tax bill. 

For instance, a single man without de
pendents who earns $1,200 a year wili 
find a saving of $11.40. At $1,500 a year 
he will save $28. At $1,800 a year he will 
save $45.60. 

If, however, he earns $25,000 yearly 
his "take-home pay" after taxes will be 
increased by $2,816, while the man who 
earns $50,000 a year will have an extra 
$4,859 to spen~i. 

A man who makes $500,000 a year will 
save $164,000. 

But to make it clear I · am inserting 
here a table showing the actual take
home pay under the 1939 Revenue Act 
and under H. R. 1 as revised, using a 
small number of specified incomes 
rounded off for ease in reading: 

Original table showing "take-home pay" 
(spendable income) after paying personal 
income tax for a single person without 
dependents in 1939 and under H. R. 1 as 
amended, in 7 specifie~ income grades 

Take- Tax Take-
Income home Per- under home Per-before 1939 pay cent H.R.1 pay cent personal tax after of in· as after of in-exemp- bil tax come amend- tax come tion pay- ed pay-

ment ment 

$1,200 ______ $3 $1,197 99.5 $26 $1,174 9.6.1 
$2,000 ______ 32 1, 968 98.4 133 1, 867 93.3 
$4.000 ______ 104 

!:1:1 
97.4 471 3, 529, 88.2 

$10,(){)() _____ 560 94.4 1, 749 8,2511 82.5 
$25,000 ..... . 2,804 22,196 88.7 7,266 17,734 70.9 
$50,(){)() _____ 9,334 40,666 81.1 19,836 40,164 80.3 
$500,000 __ __ 305,224 194,776 38.9 342,704 157,296 31.5 

Mr. Speaker, the following table shows 
what a family of four at various income 
levels now pays, what it would pay under 
the new Republican plan, the sayings, 
and what the family paid in 1939: 

Net income, Present Proposed before ex- Savings 1939 tax 
emptions tax tax 

------
$2,500 __ _____ _ $95 $66.50 $29. so None 
$4,000 ________ 380 304.00 66.00 $12 $5,(){)() __ ______ 589 471.00 82.00 48 
$10,000 _______ 1,862 1, 490.00 372.00 343 $25,(){)() _______ 8, 522 6, 818.00 1, 704.00 2,327 
$100,000 ______ 62,301 49,841.00 11,560.00 31,997 

To show the inequities of this tax re
duction bill, I set forth a further table 
showing how a married couple with no 
children would fare under the revised 
income-tax reduction bill advocated by 
the Republicans. It clearly shows that 
the savings to the smaller taxpayers 
would be but a pittance as compared with 
the reductions allowed to taxpayers of 
higher income: 

Gross Present Knutson Revised Savings, 
income tax bill bill revised 

bill 

$1,20() ___ __ _ $38 $30.40 $26.60 $11.40 $1,500 ______ 95 76.60 66.50 28.50 $1,800 ______ 152 121.00 106.40 45.60 
$2,(){)() ______ 190 152.00 133.00 57. 00 $2,500 ______ 285 228.00 228.00 57.00 $4,(){)() ______ 589 471.00 118. {)() 
$6,000.----- 1, 045 836. {)() 209. {)() 
$10,000 _____ 2,185 1, 749.00 436.00 $25,000 ____ _ 10,082 7, 266. {)() 2, 816.00 $50,000 ____ _ 24,795 19,836. {)() 4, 859.00 
$100,000 ____ 63, 127 ---------- 50,502. {)() 12,625.00 $500,(){)() ____ 407,464 342,704. {)() 164,760. {)() 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. · SABATH. So, notwithstanding 
the efforts of my colleague the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN], the chairman 
of the Committee on Rules, you see that 
it is manifestly unfair and the bill does 
not give the relief which the people are 
entitled to receive and justice would de
mand. 

I yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 
Mr. ALLEN ·of Illinois. The gentle

man complains about the treatment ac-
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corded to the lower income group. I can
not reconcile his reasoning with the facts 
of the situation. Under the present tax 
bill which was passed by a Democratic 
majority in the Congress, a man with a 
$2,000 income had to pay - $~85 in taxes. 
Under this bill sponsored by a Republi
can majority, the person who has an in
come of $2,000 does not pay $285 a year, 
but only pays $133 a year. Under the 
tax bill passed by the Democratic ad
ministration, anyone who earns $2,500 
a year had to pay $380 taxes, and under 
this Republican bill, instead of paying 
$380, he pays $228. My question is: 
How can you say that this Republican 
Congress is not more fair to the lower 
income group than the tax bill now in 
existep.ce which was passed by the Dem
ocratic Congress and under which they 
would have to pay twice as much? How 
can you answer that question? 

Mr. SABATH. I explain that by saying 
that the last bill that was passed was a 
coalition bill and it was jammed through 
by the Republicans who forced the Com
mittee on Ways and Means to report it. 
You know you really had control of that 
committee and you should not laugh. 

Mr. KNUTSON. That is a re:tlection 
on the gentleman from North Carolina 
to say that the Republicans had control, 
and I resent it. 

Mr. SABATH. The gentleman from 
North Carolina will explain that and 
he will give you the reasons why that 
bill came here. I am sure that he will 
not resent my remarks, for he knows I 
am right, and that no reflection against 
him is intended. He simply wanted some 
bill because of the urgency of the times; 
and, because you had ahri.ost as many 
members on that committee as the Demo
crats, he was obliged to yield ilnd bring 
that bill in, not because he liked it, but 
because he was compelled to do so. 

I should like most respectfully- to sug
gest to my colleague the gentleman from 
Dlinois, that he consult the tables show
ing the actual savings as shown in. the . 
minority report. Once more I invite 
attention to the fact that the $1,200-a
year man, under this bill now before us, 
would, if married but with no other de
pendents, save $11.40 a year; the $2,000-
a-year man would save $57, more than 
5 times as much; the $10,000-a.-year 
man would save $436, or 40 times as much 
as the $1,200-a-year man; the $25,000 
man would save $2,816, or 256 times $11; 
while the $500,000-a-year man saves 
$164,760, or 14,976 times.as much as the 
$1,200-a-year man. 

NEW DEAL BUREA:UCRATS MADE COUNTRY 
PROSPEROUS 

Yesterday, during debate on the appro
priation bill, a good many gentlemen 
charged the New Deal and the bureau
crats with unspecified crimes which 
created conditions which, the gentlemen 
said, demanded improvement and reform. 

May I not say to those gentlemen that 
under the New Deal and these bureau
crats, conditions are better today than 
ever before. Businessmen· and the peo
ple generally are making more money 
than ever before. 

The New Deal has done something in 
the interest of the people, 1n the interest 
of the masses. I know if you gentlemen 

will take the time to study the earnings 
of c9rporations and business in general, 
you will come to the conclusion, as I 
have, that they are more prosperous, that 
they have more money and are making 
more money than at any time in the his
tory of our country. 

PROFITS ARE INCENTIVE ENOUGH 

The gentleman from New York £Mr. 
REED} says these businessmen need in
centive, and that is the reason we must 
reduce the taxes of these · big companies, 
and big in teres~. or rather these big men. 
They do not need an!· further incentive, 
since, as I have said, they .are making 
more · money than ever before. I know 
they will be only too pleased if 1947 and 
1948 are as profitable to them as was 
1946. I hope prosperity will continue, 
but we should tax those· who can best 
afford to pay. Why should we put such 
burdens on the little fellow who has an 
income· of twelve or fifteen or eighteen 
hundred dollars, when you take-into con
sideration the 60 percent increased · cost 
of living since you came into power, 
which really takes away from them 60 
percent more of their earnings. But 
earnings have stood still. These are the 

· people who need and deserve relief. 
They cannot exist upon what they are 
earning. 

BILL WILL BE PAESED 

However, I realize that you have the 
votes ·and you wiU pass the bill without 
permitting any amendments to aid those 
in the lower brackets. Of course, I am 
sorry that you have that majority and 
that you can and 'till do as you please; 
but I feel you will come to regret it. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABA TH. I yield to the majority 
leader. 

Mr. HALLECK. I would like to ask 
the gentleman whether he is in favor of 
tax reductions. 

Mr. SABATH. Not at this time and hi 
this way. I feel we should wait and see 
how far we can go. You· have always 
urged balancing the budget. I want to 
balance the budget. I do not want to 
do anything that would deprive you of 
the honor and credit of helping to bal
ance the budget. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SABATH. Yes. 
Mr. HALLECK. I am glad to know 

of the gentleman's new-found conViction, 
that the budget ought to be balanced, be
cause he and his party have gone along 
here for years with an unbalanced 
budget. We propose to balance the 
budget. 

Mr. SABATH. And I am going to 
help you. 

Mr. HALLECK. We are going to cut 
the cost of government and give the peo
ple of this country some much-needed tax 
relief and begin to pay on the national 
debt. We are going to do that. However, 
I would like to make this suggestion to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. SABATH. Well, I yielded only for 
a. question. 

Mr. HALLECK. We will give you some 
additional time if you need it. I would 
like to make this additional suggestion, 

The gentleman has said he is not for ta).; 
reduction, at least at this time. 

Mr. SABATH. Not at this time. 
Mr. HALLECK. I have been reading 

the statements of people on his side, and, 
from all I ~an gather, they are not for 
tax reduction, with some possible excep .. 
tions. Now, that being true, it just strikes 
me that what you have to say about the 
kind of bill we have does not ring with 
that degree of sincerity with which the 
gentleman generally conducts hi.mse1f. 

EVERYBODY WANTS TAXES REDUCED 

Mr. SABATH. I will say to the gentle
man that this is the first time I have 
heard anyone say that no one wants tax 
reduction. My experience is that people 
at all times want tax reductions. If they 
did not have· to pay a.ny tax at all they 
would be still more pleased about it. 

What I have in mind is that tax reduc
tion-should favor those who cannot af
ford to pay a heavy tax. We should not 
soak the poor a.nd coddle the rich. · 

Mr. ROGERS df Florida. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH.· I yield. 
Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I wonder if 

the majority leader would not consent to 
the payment of these terminal-leave 
bonds in cash now and thereby reduce 
the public indebtedness? I should like to 
have an expression from the majority 
leader along that line. 

Mr. SABATH. I presume he will 
answer the gentleman some day. 
· Mr. ALLEN of Dlinois. Mr. Speaker, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SABATH. I yield, but I should 

like to get through. 
Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I am surprised 

at the gentleman because he is not for 
income-tax reduction for the lower-in
come people. 

Mr. SABATH. That is what I am 
fighting for. 

Mr. ALLEN of Dlinois. I had always 
felt that the gentleman from Dlinois 
[Mr. SABATH] was more or less a cham
pion of those people in his district with 
low income. 

Mr. SABATH. Yes; I am and shall 
continue to be. 

Mr. ALLEN ·of Illinois. Here is a bill 
that cuts the taxes of the people of your 
district of low income, cuts them in half. 
Do I understand the gentleman to say 
he is opposed to cutting the taxes of the 
lower-income people of his district in 
half. thus reducing their taxes? 

Mr. SABA'I'H. I may say to the gen
tleman from Illinois that the people in 
my district are very patriotic people. 

.Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. And yet the 
gentleman does not want to cut in half 
the taxes of those lower-income people. 

Mr. SABATH. I do; I do; that is what 
I am contending for, not only in half 
but to raise the exemptions. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. The gentle
man does? 

Mr. SABATH. Yes. 
Mr. ALLEN of Dlinois. Notwith

standing that, the gentleman is opposed 
to this bill. 

Mr. SABATH. But this bill does not 
cut them enough. 

M1'. ALLEN of Illinois. It cuts them 
in half. 
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SAVING OF 14 CENTS A DAY . 

Mr. SABATH. No, no. It does not 
cut them in half. It reduces them some
what; but it still throws an undue bur
den on the people with small incomes. 
They are being taxed to death by the 
fpod pr.ofiteers, by the inflation encour
aged and brought on by selfish business 
interests. 

The savings under this bill to a single 
man without dependents and an income 
of $1,200 would be about 14 cents a day 
or $1 a week. 

But the man with an annual income 
of $100,000 would save approximately 
$43 a day or $300 a week. 

This bill would increase the take-home 
pay of a $1,200 a year man about 1 per
cent; but it would increase the take
home pay of a $50,000 a year man by 
almost 20 percent. 

Yet this is the vaunted amendment for 
the benefit of the little man. 

Mr. Speaker, under leave given me I 
am inserting at this point an enlighten
ing editorial published this week in the 
Chicago Sun which points out that un
der this bill the higher the income, the 
greater the taxpayer's improvement of 
his position over the prewar Democratic 
revenue act. 

A TAX-CUT JOKER SURVIVES 
Having· been spruced up a bit for the sake 

of public appearances, the Republican t ax
reduction bill appears ready for passage in 
the House. Representative KNUTSON, who 
once roared that he would accept no alterna
tive to his original proposal of a fiat 20-
percent cut for all taxpayers, has been gently 
induced to back down. As a result the new 
Republican plan is somewhat better than 
the old. But its central and gross inequity 
remains. 

The main objection to the Knutson plan 
has always been that, under cover of what 
seemed to the uninitiated a rough justice, it 
undertook to carry out a deep and basic re
form ·of the tax structure. Mr. KNUTSON pre
tended to be giving everybody the same break. 
The actl,Ial effect of his plan, however, was 
to reduce certain people's t axes far more 
drast ically than other people's, in compari-· 
son with prewar distribution of the tax bur
den. This remains virtually unchanged in 
the plan now accepted by the GOP leader
ship. 

Some might argue that such a fundamental 
change in the incidence of taxation is desir
able. But if so, the bill should be debated 
on that issue, and the country should be told 
exactly what is being done and why. 
· The new House plan differs from the Knut
son plan ·mainly in granting a tax cut of 
30 percent to families in the lower-income 
brackets, while retaining the 20-percent cut 
for .most of the others. The heavier cut 
would be extended to a family of four with a 
yearly income (before exemptions) of $3 ,300 
or less; to a family of three with income of 
$2,750 or less; to a married couple with in
come of $2,200 or less, and to a single person 
with income of $1,650 or less. 

From the viewpoint of sustaining mass pur
chasing power, t he heavier cut in the lower 
brackets is a sound principle. But where 
20,000,000 taxpayers would be so treated, 
nearly 33,000,000 would get the same fiat-rate 
cut of 20 percent . It was in the broad range 
of the latter brackets that the Knutson plan 's 
original inequities were most pronounced. 

The following table shows what a family 
of four at various income levels now pays, 

what it would pay under the new Republican 
plan, and what it did pay in 1939: 

1~39 tax Net income be· Present Proposed 
fore exemptions tax tax 

$2,500 __ __ _ - -- --- --
$4,000 ___ ___ -- -- - --
$5,000 ____ --- - --- - -
$10,000 ___ ___ ---- - -
$25,000 . ••• --------$100,000 __________ -

$95 
380 
589 

1, 862 
8,522 

62,301 

$66. 50 
304. {)() 
471.00 

1,490. 00 
6, SIS. 00 

49,841.00 

N one 
$12 

. 48 
343 

2,327 
31, 997 

A comparison of the proposed Republican 
plan with the taxes paid by each family in 
1939 tells the story. At $4,000 of income, 
the family of four would pay 20 times what 
it paid before the war. At $5,000 it would 
pay 10 t imes as much. At $25,000 it would 
pay only three times as much, and at $100,000 
only one and a half times as much. The 
higher the income, the greater the taxpaye1·'s 
improvement of his ·position over prewar. 

If the Republicans think such a change in 
taxation desirable, they should frankly say 
so and prove their case. They should explain 
why this method of tax reduction is more 
desirable than the fair and simple method 
of increasing everybody's exemptions by t]le 
same amount. But they ought to quit pre
tending that a fiat-rate cut, even modified 
by a heavier cut in the lower brackets, gives 
~he same treatment to everybody. 

Due to the retroactive provisions of the 
bill the tax reduction will amount to $5, 
888,000.000. Of this amount 4 percent 
of the taxpayers will receive 60 percent 
of the reduction, amounting to $3,53Z,-
800,000, while 96 percent of the taxpayers 
will receive 40 percent of the reduction, 
amounting to $2~355,200,000, which is $1,-
177,800,000 less than the amount received 
by the favored 4 percent of the taxpayers . 
Can you Republican gentlemen on the 
other side honestly maintain that this 
is a fair tax reduction bill to the small 
taxpayers, or can you dispute that it is 
again a bill to give relief to the wealthy 
taxpayers? 

Let me give you the facts again in a 
table showing the 1939 tax under aDem
ocratic law and the t~x under this bill: 
TABLE 3.-Comparison of spendable income in 

1939 w ith present law and H. R. 1, as 
am ended by the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for specified amounts of net income 

MARRIED PERSON-NO DEPENDENTS 

Spendable income after tax 

N et in· Amount P ercen t of 1939 come 
before 

personal H.R.1 H.R.1 exemption Present as Present as 1939 I law amend· law amend 
ed 2 ed 

--------- ---
$1,200 _____ $1, 200 $1, 162 $1, 173 96.8 97.8 $1,500 _____ 1, 500 1, 405 1, 433 93.7 95. 5 
$2,000.---- 2,000 1, 810 1, 867 !lO. 5 93. 4 $4,000 ___ __ 3, 956 3,411 3, 529 86.2 89.2 
$6,000 . • • .. 5,884 4, 955 5, 1641 84.2 87.8 
$10,000 .... 9, 585 7,815 8,252 81.5 86.1- 4. 6 
$25,000- - - - 22, 511 15,918 17, 734 70. 7 78. 8 $50,000 ___ _ 41, 131 25,205 30, 164 61.3 73.3-18. 7 
$100,000. - - 67,531 36, 873 49,498 54. 6 73. 3 
$500,000.- - 195, 856 92,536 157,926 47.2 80. 6 
$1,000,000 .. 320, 956 160,286 ~71 , 176 49. 9 84. 5 
$5,000,000 .. 1,211,006 3725,000 1,177,176 59.9 97. 2 

1 Assu mes maxnnum earned net income. 
2 Assumes taxpayer is under 65 years of age. 
a Taking into account m aximum effective rate limita· 

tion of 85.5 percent. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. The Demo
cratic administration was the one which 

put those high taxes on the low-income 
people of the gentleman's district. Now 
we want to cut them exactly in half. 

Mr. SABATH. The Democratic ad
ministration? 

If you believe that the great mass of 
people who receive pennies in savings 
will not look to those who are receiving 
thousands, you are mistaken. 

They will recognize that you have 
given the big boys the cream and them 
only the skim milk. 

Because of the costly world war, this 
country owes about $260,000,000,000. 

One-third of the outstanding bonds · 
representing this debt is owned by indi
viduals, and we should safeguard their 
interests against depreciation by fur
ther inflation. 

As I have .so often pointed out, 98 per
cent of business establishments are mak
ing their highest profits, and the country 
is more prosperous than ever before. 

Now is the time we should be paying 
off the national debt, to keep those bonds 
safe and sound, and at the same time 
discourage more inflation by reducing 
tne amount of money available for 
luxury spending. 

This bill will do the opposite. 
During the consideration of the appro

priation bill yesterday, nearly . every one 
of you gentlemen criticized the New Deal 
and bureaucratic spending; but not one 
of you said that the greatest war in the 
history of the world had been fought and 
won. 

No one me-ntioned the fact that vast 
and useless expenditures had to be made 
because of delays in defense prepara
tions. 

I will concede, and have before said, 
that some departments recklessly ex
pended the taxpayers' money; but most 
of these bureaucrats you condemn, and 
the beneficiaries and profiteers who ac
cumulated millions upon millions in 
profits, were members of- your own Re
publican Party. 

I also heard. several gentlemen plead 
for free enterprise. -

Not during-the lifetime of any of you 
has business ever been so free to enlarge 
their plants, their businesses, and their 
profits as under this New Deal you crit
icize so often and so pointlessiy. 

I remember how you shed crocodile 
tears for these poor businessmen and 
manufacturers when you were jamming 
through the Ruml plan, the carry-ba'ck 
tax-evasion plan, and the bill to repeal 
the excess-profits tax in the effort to aid 
big business in the reconversion period. 

There was :much talk that we might 
have eight t o ten million workers out of 
employment. 

I predicted then that there would be 
little immediate unemployment, and that 
business did not need these millions c·f 
dollars for reconversion because manu
facturers and businessmen had been ef
fecting reconversion for the preceding 2 
years at Government expense. 

I will venture to say that the vast ma
jority of fair-minded and patriotic busi
nessmen will disagree with the gentle
man from New York [Mr. REED] who 
feels that there should be no t ax r educ-
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tion at this time. This is evidenced by 
many letters which I have l'eceiyed from 
outstanding businessmen and, not wish.,. 
ing to encumber the RECORD., I shall. in
sert as part of my remarks only one of 
them which I received from Mr. Edgar L. 
scbila.rug, of the New Boston Store, of 
Chicago, which gives the honest busi
nessman's viewpoint on the proposed 
legislation. It is as follows= 

DEAR OoNGRESSJoiAN: May I respectfully sug
gest that, If it beCOmes necessary, major con
sideration be given to reducing the tax of 
those in the lower income brackets (though 
myself one of those who profit by ~n across
the-border reduction of tax) • 

It is my considered opinion that the great
est benefit to our ·peqple and our country 
can come from reducing the tax in lower in
come brackets, even to eliminating it in the 
very . low brackets. Not only will this im
prove purchasing power where it is most im
portant, but it will also save a great deal 
of work for the Government and the em
ployer. 

EDGAR L. SCHNADIG . 

Now, Mr. Speaker, this bill is a politi
cal sop without much real ·meaning to 
the man in the lowest income brackets. 

·According to the committee report, a 
man with an income of $2,500 pays, at 
the present time, a tax \.If $95. Under 
this proposed bill he will pay a tax . of 
$66. The saving will be .$29. 

Mr. MCCORMACK. , Is that a married 
man? 

Mr. SABATH . . Ye.s. 
Mr. McCORMACK. That probably 

explains the difference. 
Mr. SABATH. He will save $29. A 

-married man with a $1,200 income will 
save only about $12. But the man with 
a $25,000 income will save $2,327, and 
the man with a $100,000 income will save 
LOO times as much in proportion as the 
man with. the small income. -

Mr. McCORMACK; and Mr. CURTIS 
rose. 

Mr. SABATH. I yield first to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMJ .. CK. Let us refresh our 
memories. It was only a few weeks ago 

.that our friend the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. KNU'I:SoNJ told. us that un
less there was a $6,000,000,000 cut in the 
President's budget. we could not put 
through. any tax-reduction bill.- There 
has been no $6,000,000,000 cut. It is in 
conference. . Nobody knows what it is 
now going to be. The chances are the 
real reduction will be less than a billion 
dollars. I am wondering just where ·this 
leaves my friend from Minnesota ·now. 
He said we coulll not have any tax re
duction unless there is a reduction made 
in the President's budget. To date there 
has been none, yet we have this bill be
fore us today. 

Mr. SABATH. That is one of the rea
sons why I think this bill should not be 
considered or passed today. 

I want to answer the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK}, who called at
tention to the national debt and the 
budget deficit. Does the gentleman rec
ollect that when we had a Republican 
administration and while President 
Hoover was in office there was a deficit 
of $5,000,000,000 one year? There was no 
preparation for war at that time and no 
amount needed for that purpose; still 

there was this deficit. I am sati.sfted • 
that we can balance the budget now if 
we use good judgment Jn not reducing 
those in the high brackets to the ex
tent· which this bill 'does. 

MILLIONS SPENT FOR RELIEF 

Does he not realize that when the New 
Deal came into power we had ·about 18,-
000,000 people out of employment and 
millions of others .in distress and in want. 
That it became necessary for us to pro
vide for them and find employment for 
them, and feed them, which cost us mil
lions upon millions, farmers and bttsi
nessmen were on the verge of bank
ruptcy. -Yes, and the banks, insurance 
companies, and railroaqs we were obliged 
to aid. We had to rebuild and recon
struct the destruction brought apout by 
12 years of Republican misrule and reck
less administration which, though it has 
done nothing for the people the last 
years, in 1932 had a deficiency of over 
$5,000,000,000. Later - on the greatest 
war in the history of the world required 
billions and it was impossible- then to 
balance the budget. I concede that 
sometimt-..; money has been recklessly ex
pended. Today defense costs and vet
erans' benefits are tremen-dous. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN of IDinoisr Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nebraska 1 Mr, CtrRTIS]. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr . . Speaker, I am 
somewhat amazed and shocked at. the 
figur~es that' have been inserted in tables 
by the minority and the figures that have 
been used on the fioor here today. Un
der existing Democratic law an indi
vidual with a $25,000· surtax net income 
pa'ys about 51 times as much as the indi
vidual with a $l,OOU · surtax net income. 
Under H. R. 1, as amended, that nian is 
required to pa.y 58 times as much as the 
individual with a ~1,000 surtax . ne~ in
come. 

Mr. Speaker, the figures cited and re
ferred to are misleading and I · am 
naturally very mueh surprised that the 
minority inserted them in its report. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I -yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. VuRSELL] and ask unani
mous consent· that he may speak out of 
order. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mi'. VURSELL .. Mr. Speaker, doubt

less several Members of the Congress 
during the past 24 hours have heard over 
the radio of the Centralia coal mine dis
aster which, according to early reports, 
is second o-nly to the Cherry mine dis
aster some years ago in Illinois which 
was regarded as the worst the Nation 
had ever experienced. 

I take a minute's time to refer to this 
matter today because this mine is located 
in my home county of Marion at Cen
tralia, Til. It is operated by the Bell & 
Zollar Coal Co., of Chicago, Til. It was a 
great shock to me to learn of this un
fortunate occurrence and it comes close 
to home to me because I have known 
the majority of these men for several 
yea_rs. For this reason I want .to make a 

report, giving the Members the latest in
formation 1 was able to obtain over the 
telephone between here and Centralia, 
Ill., an hour ago. 

Twelve men who came out early Tues
day escaped- Shortly after they came 
out the explosion occurred. Rescue 
squads were rushed in and have been 
working all night, encountering con
siderable gas which has retarded their 
efforts. One hundred and fourteen men 
are known to be still down in the mine 
some 3,000 feet back from the main 
entrance. In the rescue work so far. 14 
men have been found, all apparently 
killed by monoxide gas. 

Governor Green and his State Mine 
Director, Robert Medill, who 1lew to Cen
tralia, reports that there may be some 
hope that out of the 114 men yet unac
counted for, some may be alive. It is 
agreed that there is very little chance 
that few, if any men out of this number 
will ·be rescued alive. 

I make- this report because the safety 
of working conditions for miners Nati'On
wide is tbe concern of Congress. You 
will recall that there is a Federal law 
which provides for certain standards of 
safety in mines and also- provides for 
mine inspectors to assist in maintaining 
those standards. The Federal Govern
ment can only recommend the maintain
ing of these standards t.o mine managers 
and mine owners. There is no questi-o~ 
but that conditions shoUld be brought 
about either by the State or the Federal 
Government which will compel mine 
owners and operators to rigidly enforce 
better safety standards and working oon
ditions for · the miners. When the Gov
ernment seized the mines some few 
months ago the question of better safety 
conditions had been agitated to the point 
where the Government was supposed to 
promulgate a certain code of safety 
standards. 

It is presumed that Mr. Krug has laid 
down such standards, but evidently it 
had not vea.ched, the level of the Oen
traUa No. 5 coal mine. This safety mat
ter has been of deep concern to the min
ers because of the ·major loss of lives 
among their workmen. 

There are two elements causing these 
disastrous explosions and fires in the 
mines.. The accumulation of coal dust, 
because the nl.ilies are not kept properly 
cleaned up and rock dusted is the first 
element. The miners know that by the 
use of rock dust and proper cleaning up 
explosions can be held to a minimum. 
The next important matter is proper 
ventilation which would prevent gas ft·om 
remaining in the mine which, when 
touched off, causes the explosion which 
invariably sets fire to the coal dust. 

There should be one safety code for 
coal mine operations Nation-wide set 
up by the Government and which should 
be mandatory as to its enforcement in 
every mine in America. If we· are to 
encourage young men to work in the 
mines in the future we must have better 
safety conditions regardless of the cost, 
because we must have the coal. 

Statistics show that young men are not 
taking up coal mining as a vocation. 
Statistics show that the great majority vf 
the men working in the mines today 
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range from 45 to 70 years of age; in fact, 
the average age of the coal miners today 
is 50 years. No other industry ap
proaches this high age average in 
America. 

Mr. Speaker, when I was in Centralia 
during the holidays representatives of 
the men working in mine No. 5 called 
upon me to talk over the labor situation 
generally. The four of .them were fine 
reasonable good sound citizens. They 
were entirely satisfied with their wages, 
but they stressed to me time and again 
the great necessity for better safety con
ditions to protect their lives. Naturally 
they wanted to go back to a shorter work
week rather than to continue 9 hours a 
day, 6 days, or 54 hours a week.' In fact, 
Mr. Lenzini who was spokesman mostly 
for the representatives said, "Try as we 
will, we old men just cannot work 9 
hours at t.his_ hard work." He said, "They 
can shorten the hours and get just as 
much coal produced because a part of 
our time is wasted because of exhaustion 
in the long hours." Ironically, this ex
plosion occurred at the ninth hour of the 
day. Had they had even 8 hours their 
lives would have been spared. 

I\1r. Speaker, we are at a critical point 
at the present time on this whole coal 
mine set-up. We must make progress in 
the right direction in the future. And 
in this connection, I am rather sorry to 
note that Dr. Sayers, who for many years 
has b8en one of the ablest directors of 
the Bureau of Mines this Nation has 
ever had, is leaving the service. I un
derstand that his leaving the service was 
brought about or encouraged by Secre
tary of the Interior, Mr. Krug. You may 
have noted recently that a Mr. James 
Boyd of Colorado has been appointed to 
succeed him as Director of the Bureau 
of Mines. My information is that Mr. 
Boyd has had very little experience, if 
any, in coal-mining operations and, in a 
practical way, it would seem to me such 
experience would be necessary in this 
important position. I furt:ner under
stand that the coal miners of America 
have been disappointed in the retirement 
of Dr. Sayers and have protested the 
appointment of Mr. Boyd. 

Mr. Speaker, it would seem that the 
mining industry and the workers should 
be consulted and at least their reaction 
and opinion obtained before such an im
portant decision affecting the coal-min
ing business and the miners of the Na
tion was taken. 

Mr. Speaker, this disaster at Centralia 
must again call to the serious attention 
of the Members of Congress the necessity 
for better safety conditions in the coal 
mines of America. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. WILSON]. 

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Today will 
mark the beginning of a new period in 
our history. The Republican Party, with 
dogged determination, is going to set the 
economy of our country straight, once 
and for the first time in a period of 16 
years. This House controlled by the Re
publican-Party, will pass a new tax bill 

before the sun sets on the dome of this 
Capitol tomorrow night, which bill will 
balance the budget, reduce taxes, and pay 
substantially on our national debt. This 
is essential for our national security. 
The confidence of the people in their 
Government must be restored. A new 
philosophy of government is going to be 
initiated and that is that it is the people's 
duty and obligation to support its Gov
ernment rather than the New Deal para
sitic philosophy of the Government sup
porting the people. 

It is charged that the Republicans made 
this promise to their people during the 
last campaign. I am sure this promise 
will be kept and will be the beginning 
of ·platforms on which a party stands 
rather than merely a platform on which 
a party runs and then abdicates once 
the people have fallen for it. 

_ Yes, Members of the House, this is an 
all-important day in the history of our 
country, for it not only marks the begin
ning of a new philosophy of Government, 
but in so doing, it sounds the death knell 
of the New Deal's philosophy of "tax and 
tax and tax; spend and spend and spend: 
elect and elect and elect." 

This tax program is not only essential 
for assuring an all-important high na
tional economy but necesary to the main
tenance of it. ·Even though the tax rate 
is going to be reduced, the resultant 
effect will be a greater national income 
and thereby more tax revenue. 

I now predict a greater payment on the 
public debt in 1948 than has so far been 
suggested. 

For political reasons, the New Dealers 
have set out to wreck this program. They 
are goini to bend every effort to throw 
our Republican balanced budget out of 
kelter. They are now aware of the fact 
that the Republican Party has the "know
how," the will, and the determination to 
carry out their promise to the people. 

Mr. 'ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
was away on official business and did not 
have the opportunity to vote in the Com
mittee on Rules for this rule. If I had 
been present I would have supported the 
rule, because I am very much in favor 
of this tax-reduction legislation. 

May I say to the House that I have 
just returned from a little swing through 
several States, where I found a great deal 
of interest among the members of both 
pol~tical parties in this legislation. The 
people of the United States want and 
expect tax reduction. They believe that 
this measure-and I talked to hundreds 
of them--is a fair one; that it does givas 
a "break," or an advantage, to the lower
income groups, and my party, as the 
sponsor of this legislation as it comes 
to the House, is receiving a great deal 
of credit for it. 

I believe that this is the first tax-re
duction bill, with the exception of the 
5-percent cut of last year, that we have 
had before us, in many years. I know 
that many citizens of America are ex
pecting to use the savings made as the 
result of our lowering taxes for the pur
pose of expanding their business, or for 

buying those things which they need for 
their homes. So, Mr. Speaker, I am con
vinced that the enactment of this leg
islation will be of great aid to the econ
omy of the Nation and, in turn, will 
result in a greater national income 
which, of course, in the final analysis, 
will bring more tax revenues into the 
Treasury. 

I question very much that this measure 
will greatly reduce our tax income; at 
least not anything like the estimates that 
have been given, simply because of the 
great incentive that its enactment will 
give business activity throughout our 
country. I hope. that this rule and the 
tax bill will pass. I am certain both 
will. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am very hap
PY to yield to the distinguished gentle
man from Illinois. I always yield to him. 

Mr. SABATH. In view of the fact 
that the gentleman has been away from 
here, may I call his attention to the fact 
that this bill as reported, contains a 
retroactive provision, and it will go back 
to January 1. 
' Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Every bit of tax 
legislation has been retroactive. When 
you raised taxes it was always retroac
tive. I assure the gehtleman that if he 
will check as closely as I did in his home 
city of Chicago he will find that his own 
constituents are very much in favor of 
this legislation. It grieves me to realize 
that the gentleman, much as I admire 
him, is making the mistake of opposing 
this bill. I hope the gentleman from 
I!linois will reconsider and join with us 
in giving tax relief to the people of his 
own State, especially those in the lower 
income groups. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I think the gentle
man is justified in his hope that the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SABATH] may 
change his mind. I recall very well the 
morning when the gentleman opposed 
the loan to Britain, and he came in be
fore the debate was over and inserted in 
the RECORD another speech in favor of 
it. So the gentleman does change his 
mind on occasion, .and perhaps he will 
on this. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 
Mr. SABATH. They say all big men 

or good men or sensible men sometimes 
change their views. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is the 
reason why I am hopeful the gentleman 
will change his mind before the roll is 
called. 

Mr. SABATH. I do not think the gen
tleman was in my district. I think he 
was in the Blackstone or one of the 
other high-priced hotels, and they are 
high priced. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Of course, the 
gentleman was not in Chicago. 

Mr. SABATH. If I had been, surely I 
would have tried, notwithstanding the 
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report that I read about the gentleman 
as to his ability to get away with certain 
thl~& . 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I may say to 
che gentleman I was ·on State Street, 
which is in his district, and I found very 
many people there who were greatly in
terested in tax reduction, especially 
those in the lower income groups. I hope 
the gentleman will reconsider and join 
me in supporting this legislation for the 
benefit of the poor of his own district, as 
well as for those of the whole Nation. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 1) to reduce individual 
income tax payments. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the consid
eration of the bill H. R. 1, with Mr. CASE 
of South Dakota in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bilt 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may need. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise to discuss the pro

visions of H. R. 1, which was ,reported 
to the House by the Committee on Ways 
and Means on Monday. 

The purpose of H. R. 1 is twofold: 
First. To provide income-tax relief for 

all individual taxpayers who are still 
bearing the high and oppressive taxes of 
the war; 

Second. To remove the deterrents to 
managerial efforts and to the investment 
of venture capital, which constitute so 
serious a threat to the maintenance of 
the present high level of production and 
employment, and to the business expan
sion of the· future. 

To explain how H. R. 1 accomplishes 
these objectives, I wish to divide taxpay
ers into five groups: 

First. Those whose income-after de
ductions and exemptions-is $1,000 or 
less; 

Second. Those whose income-after 
deductions and exemptions-is between 
$1,000 and about $1,400; 

Third. Those whose income-after de
ductions and exemptions-exceeds $1,400 
but is not in excess of about $303,000; 

Fourth. Those whose income-after 
deductions and exemptions-is in ex
cess of $303,000; 

Fifth. Those individuals who have at
tained the age of {:)5. 

The first group contains approximate
ly 25,000,000 taxpayers. It includes sin
gle persons earning up to $1,667, married 
persons earning up to $2,222, and mar
ried persons with two dependents earn
ing up to $3,333. Recipients of these 
small incomes have suffered most severe
ly as a result of the rise in the cost of 
living during recent years. To them this 
bill brings a tax reduction of 30 percent. 

The second group which consists of 
individuals whose income, after deduc-

tions and exemptions, is between $1,000 
and $1,396, numbers around 6,000,000 
taxpayers. The relief granted by the bill 
to this group ranges from a 30 percent 
reduction on ·a surtax net income of 
$1,000 to a 20 percent reduction at ap
proximately $1,400. 

The third group, consisting of taxpay
ers whqse income, after deductions and 
exemptions, is in excess of $1,396 but ·not 
in excess of $302,396, includes 15,000,000 
taxpayers. These receive a fiat 20 per
cent reduction in the individual income 
tax payable under existing law. 

The fourth group, which consists of 
taxpayers whose incomes after deduc
tions and exemptions are in excess of 
$302,396, contains about ·soo taxpayers. 
These receive a straight 20 percent re
duction·on the tax on the first $302,396 
of income, and a 10% percent reduction 
on the balance. Generally speaking, in
come in excess of $300,000 is unearned. 

Estimates relating to the year 1945 
show that salaries and wages made up 
only 5 percent of the total income re
ceived by those with net incomes of 
$300,000 and over and 79 percent came 
from dividends, interest, and from fidu
ciary sources, and 16 percent came from 
businesses and partnerships. 

The fifth group receiving relief under 
H. R. 1 consists of taxpayers who have 
attained the age of 65. I have been par
ticularly concerned over the plight of 
these individuals. Many of them, in
cluding retired schooi teachers, police
men, municipal workers, and others who 
have retired from private industry have 
as their sole source of livelihood, the 
small amount which they receive as a 
pension, annuity or ·retirement pay. 

The incomes of such persons will not, 
in most cases, increase in an expanding 
economy, since many will be unable to 
engage in a gainful occupation. H. R. 1 
allows to each taxpayer in this age group, 
an additio~al exemJ?tion of $500, making 
a total personal exemption of $1,000. 
This additional exemption will remove 
almost 1,400,000 taxpayers from the rolls. 

Our committee provided an ·amend,.. 
ment to prevent this additional exemp
tion from pyramiding where the pen
sion, annuity or retirement pay was al
ready exempt from taxation. 

Under existing law, pay received by 
former Army and Navy officers retired by 
reason of military disability, annuities 
paid under the Social Security and the 
Railroad Retirement Acts, and a few 
other items are excluded from gross in
come. 

The committee felt that the additional 
exemption granted to persons over 65 
should be allowed only if they included in 
their income the first $500 of fully tax
exempt pensions, annuities and retire
ment pay. While this will not result in 
taxing income that is already exempt, it 
will prevent the recipient from getting a 
further benefit by applying the extra $500 
allowance against taxable income. 

The amendment does not require the 
taxpaye·r to include any part of his pen
sion or annuity in his gross income if his 
income from other sources does not ex
ceed $500. Veterans' pensions, which 
are exempt under the act of August 12, 
1935, are not affected by this amendment. 

H. R. 1 does not go as far as 1 would 
like it to go in proVj.ding income-tax re
lief. However, in view of the present 
high rate of Government spending and 
the magnitude of the public debt, the 
reductions in H. R. 1 are as great as I 
believe we can make at this time. 

In the past few weeks, H. R. 1 has been 
criticized because some Members felt it 
did not provide adequate relief for the 
low-income groups. I believe that the 
bill, by allowing a 30 percent instead of 
a 20-percent reduction to the lowest in
come group, adequately meets any valid 
criticism from that angle. 

Because most of the earnings in the 
low-income groups are required for food, 
clothing, and other necessities, our com
mittee believed it proper and just to pro
vide a larger reduction to that group than 
to the higher groups. This has aptly 
been termed a "cost-of-living allowance." 

A table which I will insert at this point 
shows that 96 percent of the taxpayers 
have incomes under $5,000. This group 
receives about 80 percent of the net in
come but pays only 56 percent of the tax. 
The group above $5,000 has only 20 per
cent of the net income but pays 44 per
cent of the tax. 
TABLE I.-Estimated distribution of the indi

vidual income tax liability and taxpayers 
under present law compared with esti
mated distribution of total tax reduction 
under H. B. 1 

Net income class 

$0 to $2,000 ____________ _ 
$2,000 to $5,000 _________ _ 
$5,000 to $10,000 ________ _ 
$10,000 to $25,()()() _______ _ 
$25,000 and over·_---"-·· 

Percentage distribution of-

Total 
tax

payers 

Percent 
52.7 
43.3 
2.6 
1.1 
.3 

Total 
tax paid Total re· 
under duction 

present under 
law H. R.l 

P~rcent 
"17. 3 
38. 4 
8.3 

12.0 
24.0 

Perce-nt 
23.7 
37.3 

7. 5 
10.6 
20.9 

TotaL ___________ --roo.o 100:0 ----wo.D 

Source: Staff of the Joint Committee on Internal Rev· 
enue Taxation. 

Of the tax reduction provided by this 
bill, 61 percent goes to persons receiving 
net incomes of $5,000 or less, and of this 
amount almost 71 percent goes to indi
viduals with incomes under $3,000. This 
does not include the relief granted to 
individuals of 65 or over which is heavily 
concentrated in the lower-income brack
ets. 

I cannot emphasize too strongly that 
if we are to give real relief to the low-in
come groups, we must not stop with tax 
relief in the bottom brackets. We must 
provide encouragement to business ex
pansion and free competition. 

By reducing the taxes in the middle 
and higher brackets, income is released 
for investment in new and expanding 
businesses, the managerial group is 
stimulated to greater efforts, low-income 
groups are benefited by a larger volume 
of output, more jobs, lower prices and 
reduced cost of living. 

It is a blot on the present administra
tion that in spite of all the lip service to 
the forgotten man under the New Deal 
the cost of living has risen over 60 per
cent since 1932. 
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In this connection, I have been advised 
by the Commissioner of Labor Statistics 
that-

The consumer price index for the average 
of large cities increased 42.7 percent between 
the average of the years 1932 and 1946, and 
64.0 percent between December 15, 1932, 
and December 15, 1946. 

H. R. 1 recognizes the importance of 
the cost-of-living factor by extending 
the 20-percent reduction to those who 
furnish the capital, material, and incen
tive for business production and expan
sion~ Accordingly, under H. R. 1, 39 per
cent of the total reduction goes to the 
group with incomes of $5,000 and over. 

The present tax rates have drastically 
reduced the spendable income of this 
group. I am inserting at this point a 
table which shows the spendable incomes 
of taxpayers receiving certain amounts 
of net income before exemptions under 
the rates now in effect and under those 
provided by this bill : 
TABLE !I.--Comparison' between spendable 

income under present law and H. R. 1 
SINGLE PERSON 

Percent oJ 
spendable in-

Spendable income after come after tax 
Net income tax to net income 

before before personal 
personal exemption 

exemption 

Present law H.R.l Present H.R.l law 

$500.00 
Percent Percent $500 ________ 

$500.00 100.00 100.00 
$600 ____ ---- 581.00 586.70 96.83 97.78 
$700 ________ 662.00 643.40 94.57 96.20 
$750 ________ 702.50 716. 75 93.67 95.57 $800 ________ 743.00 7o0.10 92.88 95.01 
$900 __ ..;. ____ 824.00 846.80 91.56 94.09 
$1,000 ______ 905.00 933.50 90.50 93.35 
$1,200 ______ 1, 067.00 1,106. 90 88.92 92.24 
$1,500 ______ 1, 310.00 1, 367.00 87.33 91.13 
$1,900 ______ 1, 553.00 1, 607.00 86.28 89.28 
$2,000_----- 1, 715.00 1, 772.00 85.75 88.60 
$2,500 ____ __ 2, 120.00 2,196.00 84.80 87.84 
$3,000 ______ 2, 515.50 2,612. 40 83.85 87.08 
$4,000 ______ 3,306. 50 3,445. 20 82.66 86.13 
$5,000 ______ 4, 078.50 4,262. 80 81.57 85.26 
$6,000 ______ 4, 831.50 5,065. 20 80.53 84.42 
$7,000 ______ 5, 565.50 5,852. 40 79.51 83.61 
$8,000 ______ 6, 280.50 6,624.40 78.51 82.81 
$9,000 ______ 6, 976.50 7,381. 20 77.52 82.01 
$10,000 ____ _ 7,653. 50 8,122. 80 76.54 81.23 
$11,000 _____ 8,311. 50 8, 849.20 75.56 80.45 
$12,000 _____ 8,950. 50 9, 560.40 74.59 79.67 
$13,000 _____ "9,565. 75 10,252.60 73.58 78.87 
$14,000 _____ 10,157.25 10,925.80 72.55 78.04 
$15,000 _____ 10,729.75 11,583.80 71.53 77.23 
$20,000 _____ 13,354.75 14,683.80 66.77 73.42 
$25,000 ____ _ 15,637.75 17,510.20 62.55 70.04 
$30,000 _____ 17,735.50 20,188.40 59.12 67.29 
$40,000 _____ 21,574.75 25,259.80 53.94 63.15 
$50,000 _____ 24,863.00 29,890.40 49.73 59.78 
$60,000 _____ 27,752.25 34,201. 80 46.25 57.00 
$70,000 _____ 30,356.50 38,285.20 43.37 54.69 
$80,000 _____ 32,675.75 42, 140.60 40.84 52.68 
$90,000 _____ 34,710.00 45,768.00 38.57 50.85 
$100,000 ____ 36,459. 25 49,167.40 36.46 49.17 
$150,000 ____ 44,193.75 65,355.00 29.46 43.57 
$200,000 ____ 51,448. 50 81, 158. 80 25.72 40.58 
$250,000 ____ 58,228.25 96,582.60 23.29 38.63 
$300,000 ____ 65,003.25 112,002.60 21.67 37.33 
$400,000 ____ 78,553.25 134,889. 75 19.64 33.72 
$500,000.--- 92,103.25 157,539.75 18.42 31.51 
$750,000. - -- 125,978.25 214, 164. 75 16.80 28.56 
$1,000,000_ - 159,853.25 270,789.75 15.99 27.08 
$2,000,000_- 295,353.25 497,289.75 14.77 24.86 
$5,000,000 •• 725,000.00 1, 176, 789. 75 14.50 23.54 

Source: Staff of the Joint Committee on Interna• 
Revenue Taxation. 

Table II brings out the fact that al
though an individual with $1,000 income 
has 90% percent of his income left after 
taxes under existing law, an individual 
with an income of $100,000 is left with 
only 36.5 percent, and an individual with 
$200,000 income with only 25.7 percent. 

Tax burdens of this size are an ob
struction to the development of our 

country. Confronted with tax~t. of this 
size young men who otherwise might 
accumulate capital to build up new and 
productive enterprises become · discour
aged. 

Men of experience and ability fail to 
take on the added responsibilities which 

. the full utiliza~ion of their capacities 
requires. Responsible officials in the 
Government itself are subjected to very 
severe burdens-witness the fact that the 
President of the United States, after 
paying his Federal and State income 
taxes and food costs in the White House, 
has a take-home pay of less than $5,000 
out of a salary of $75,000. 

Mr. FORAND. +Vtr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Briefly. 
Mr. FORAND. Is it not a fa·ct that 

the condition at the White House is 
unique and should be remedied by way 
of additional appropriations for expen
ditures of ·the White House which the 
President himself should not be called 
upon to meet? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I dare say that if the 
g~ntleman would examine the whole 
picture he would find it full of unique 
situations such as I have just mentioned. 

From the point of view of the effect of 
a tax on initiative and investment, it is 
the rate in the top bracket of the indi
vidual's income which is of critical im
portance. It is the additional tax taken 
out of the extra dollar of income that 
added effort or greater assumption of 
risk will bring in, that determines 
whether or not it is worth while to make 
the effort or incur the risk. 

I will insert in the RECORD at this point 
a table which shows how much addi
tional tax the Government takes out of 
additional income received by taxpayers 
at certain income levels under existing 
law and under H. R. 1: 
TABLE III.--Comparison between the mar

ginal rates of the individual income tax 
under present law and H. R. 11 

Taxable income 

From- To-

:$0.------------- $1,000.----------
$1,000___________ $1,395.83 ____ -----
$1,395.83 ________ $2,000 __________ _ 

$2,000___________ $4,000_- --------
$4,000___________ $6,000.---------
$6,000__________ _ $8,000_- ---------
$8,000___________ $10,000.--------
$10,000__________ $12,000_- ----- --
$12,000__________ $14,000.- --~----
$14,000__________ $16,000_- -------
$16,000____ ______ $18,000_- ------- 
$18,000__________ $20,000_- - - ----- 
$20,000__________ $22,000_- -------
$22,000_---- ---- $26,000_- --------$26,000 __________ $32,000 _________ _ 

$32,000__________ $38,000.---------$38,000 __________ $44.000 _________ _ 
$44,000 __________ $50,000 _________ _ 

$50,000__________ $60,000_ ---------$60,000 __________ $70,000 _________ _ 

$70,000__________ $80,000_- -------
$80,000__________ $90,000.---------$90,000 __________ $100,000 ________ _ 

$100,000_________ $150,000_- ------
$150,000_________ $200,000.-------
$200,000_________ $300,000_- -------

~arginal rate 

Present 
law 

Percent 
19.0 
19.0 
19.0 
20.9 
24.7 
28.5 
32.3 
36. 1 
40.9 
44.7 
47.5 
50.4 
53.2 
56.1 
58.9 
61.8 
61i.6 
68.4 
71.3 
74.1 
77.0 
79.8 
82.7 
84.6 
85.5 
86.6 

H.R.l 

Percent 
13. 3 
20.0 
15.2 

· 16. 7 
19. 8 
22.8 
25.8 
28.9 
32. 7 
35.8 
38.0 
40. 3 
42.6 
44.9 
47.1 
49.4 
52.5 
54.7 
57.0 
59.3 
61.6 
63.8 
66.2 
67.7 
68.4 
69.2 

1 The rates shown on this table are the bracket rates 
(both normal and surtax) less the 5-percent credit in the 
case of present law and less the 38.5-, 24-, and 15-percent 
credits m the case of H. R. 1. 

Sow-ce: Staff of the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation. 

This table shows that a man with a 
$32,000 income who receives a $6,000 
raise in salary now has to return 62 per
cent, or almost two-thirds of his raise, 
to the Federal Government; a man with 
a $100,000 income who receives-a $50,000 
raise has to tur11 over approximately 85 
percent, or $42,500, to the Government. 
This applies not only to salaries but also 
to earnings on capital. 

Is there any wonder that business is 
having difficulty in getting executives to 
undertake new responsibilities, or in se
curing venture capital to expand old 
companies or create new ones? 

Under H. R. 1 the rate applied to the 
extra $6,000 receiyed by a man with a 
$32,000 income is cut from 62 percent to 
49 percent. The rate in the extra $50,000 
received by a man with an income of 
$100,000 is reduced from 85 percent to 68 
percent. While the rates which remain 
are still very high, I believe that we are 
taking a step in the right direction. 

The plan which the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr.·ENGEL] has advocated, of 
allowing a $2,000 exemption to married 
persons, $1,000 exemption to single per
sons, and $500 credit for dependents, 
would remove 20,000,000 taxpayers from 
the rolls. It woulc cost nearly $6,000,-
000,000, and on top of that it would per
petuate the present system of discrimi
nating against initiative, investment, 
production, and the creation of new jobs. 

By providing practically no relief for · 
investment in new and productive enter
prises, it would confirm old ventures in 
their monopolies. Because of this, it 
would continue high prices and impose 
high living costs upon the less fortu
nate. 

I, for one, will never agree that the 
boy in the foxhole should not have the 
same chance and opportunity as was af
forded Cyrus McCormick and Henry Ford 
when they were young men. Anyone who 
knows the history of the Ford Motor 
Co. must realize that that company, as 
well as many other corporations, got its 
start through local capital raised in the 
local community. 

There were 12 original Ford stock
holders who organized the company in 
June 1903. At the outset, this company 
had patents worth $40,000, machinery 
worth $10,000, and contracts valued at 
$1,000. It was a small company with a 
small capital. Now it has grown to great 
proportions. It built up to its present · 
size only because it was permitted to ac..: 
cumulate its earnings for expansion. 

Let me say that neither Henry Ford 
nor any other man could start out today 
from scratch, as Ford did in 1903, and 
create an industrial enterprise that gives 
employment to several million, directly 
and indirectly, develop a new market for 
raw· materials that runs into the hun
dreds of millions of dollars and at the 
same time build up a pay roll that runs 
into the billions of dollars, not to men
tion the fact that the automobile indus
try through the use of venture capital 
has pushed back the horizon way, way 
beyond where it had ever been. Today 
the American who has not seen at least 
one coast to this great and glorious coun
try is a most unusual individual. 
- Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, wiil 

the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentle

man from Michigan. 
Mr. DONDERO. I think the gentle

man might well have added that he also 
provided transportation for the poor 
man, or the common man. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I am glad the gentle
man interrupted to make that observa
tion. 

All the industries that we have in this 
country were made possible by venture 
capital, capital that came from the 
brackets of $10,000 on up, but in the last 
15 years we have been squeezing those 
taxpayers dry. There has been no ven
ture capital. None of you can cite any 
new industries that have grown up in 
this country in the last 15 years. Had it 
not been for the war, our economy would 
have remained static. 

Our present high taxes take away the 
incentive of the man in a small com
munity to risk his capital. If the ven
ture should turn out to be a success, his 

· ~, profit after taxes will be so small that 
in most cases the venture will not be 
worth the try. As a result, the small 
businessman must go outside this com
munity to big business and large banks 
in order to secure venture capital. 
Eventually this results in taking control 
of local business away from the local 
community. Does the gentleman from 
:1.\tlichigan [Mr. ENGEL] or his colleague 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DINGELL], want to make it impossible for 
another Ford to rise in Michigan? If so, 
then they must not believe in free com
petition but in the continuance of mo
nopolies. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? . 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. I, of course, want to 
say that I am not boing to interpose an 
obstacle to the rise of any individual who 
might become another Ford in Michigan. 
I have never done anything like that 
since I have been in Congress. But what 
I want to say to my friend from Minne
sota is this: He just expressed the opin
ion that much of the venture . capital 
came from the high brackets. Well, in 
the supplemental views of the minority 
in connection with the tax bill of 1945, 
signed by the present chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KNuT
soN], two paragraphs on page 40 of 
the report refer specifically to the fact 
that venture capital comes from the little 
fellow. How does the gentleman recon
cile his reversed attitude now? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Well, of course, 
"little" is a comparative term. Certain
ly, the gentleman would not contend that 
the bulk of venture capital comes from 
those below the $5,000 income group. 

Mr. DINGELL. In these low-income 
groups the gentleman refer: to? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Let me say to the 
gentleman that I did not read the report 
when I signed it. As a matter of fact, I 
have no recollection of having signed it. 
Do you not see that the firm of DmGELL, 
ENGEL, and GoRE do not want tax reduc
tions? We do. The Republican Party 
promised the country tax reduction, and 

I hope we are going to be able to give it to 
them. 

Few people today realize the burden of 
taxation which now falls upon the mid
dle and high income groups. The Gallup 
poll published on January 24, 1947, con
tained some interesting . information. 
People were asked what they thought the 
tax now is on an income of $10,000. On 
the average they thought it was $1,000 
instead of $1,700. They thought the ex
isting tax on an income of $50,000 was 
$9,000 instead of $24,000. 

These same people were also asked 
what they thought the tax ought to be. 
On an income of $3,000, they thought it 
should be $50 instead of $131; on an in
come of $10,000, $900 instead of $1,720; 
on an income of $50,000, $7,500 instead of 
$24,000. 

I am particularly concerned over the 
statement made by my Democratic col
league, the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE], several weeks ago, that 
in advocating a 20-percent reduction in 
income taxes, straight across the board, 
I was abandoning the ability to pay prin
ciple. I certainly hold no brief for the 
present confiscatory individual incom~
tax rates which were adopted by his 
party and not mine. While there was 
some justification for these excessive and 
discriminatory rates during the war, 
there is not the least justification for 
continuing them during peacetime. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. Does the gentleman want 
to forget that we have not yet paid the 
war debt? What is the gentleman going 
to do with the war debt? Is he going to 
transfer that debt to the low-income and 
middle-income groups? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Let me say to my 
good friend from Tennessee that the 
time to have been concerned over that 
debt was when you were piling it up by 
taxing and taxing and electing and elect
ing. That was the time to have expressed 
concern; not when the debt got to be so 
stupendous that it threatens the very 
solvency of the Republic. 

I cannot yield any further. I was 
simply trying to set the gentleman 
straight. 

I certainly hold no brief for the present 
confiscatory individual income-tax rates, 
which were adopted by his party, not 
mine. While there was some justifica
tion for these excessive and discrimina
tory rates during the war, there is not 
the least justification for continuing 
them in peacetime. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentle
man from Rhode Island. 

Mr. FORAND. The gentleman has just 
made a statement that the tax bill was 
passed by our party and not his. That 
is in direct contradiction to the state
ment made to me in committee when he 
said we had a coalition government at 
that time. 

Mr. KNUTSON. We did on certain oc
casions. It was not ironbound, I will say 
to the gentleman, neither was it founded 
on any treaties. 

However, if the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. GORE] is of the opinion that 
the present progressive system is a fair 
measure of one's ability to pay, then a 
uniform percentage reduction will keep 
the share of the total burden levied on a 
particular ~axpayer the same as at pres
ent. Thus, if A pays, under existing law, 
10 times as much tax as B, he continues 
to pay 10 times as much as B after the 
uniform percentage reduction. 

On the other hand, if we raise exemp
tions or reduce rates for one group in 
preference to another, the efiect is to 
disturb the existing ratio. For instance, 
under present law an individual receiv
ing an income of $50,000 pays a tax 
which is 27 times as high as that paid 
on an income of $5,000. Under a fiat 
20-percent tax reduction, the $50,000 
man still pays 27 times as much as the 
$5,000 man. If, instead, exemptions are 
raised to $600, he will pay 28 times as 
much, and if exemptions are raised to 
$1,000, he will pay 31 times the tax paid 
by the $5,000 individual. 

One more illustration will make my 
point quite clear. Under existing law 
the recipient of an income of $300,000 
pays 255 times as much as the person 
with a $5,000 income. Under a :flat 20-
precent cut he will still pay 255 times as 
much. However, with. an increase of 
exemptions to $600 he will pay 262 times 
the tax on a $5,000 individual, and with 
an exemption of $1,000 he will pay 294 
times as much. 

It has been estimated that on a full 
year's basis H. R. 1 will reduce revenues 
by approximately $3,800,000,000. But 
this is the most pessimistic · side of the 
picture_ It makes no allowance for the 
stimulating efiect the bill will have upon 
production and upon the national in
come, out of which the taxes are paid. 
In answer to a question by my colleague, 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
CURTIS], as to how long it takes for a 
tax reduction to be _reflected in enter
prise and job opportunities in this coun
ery, Secretary Snyder said: "It could 
very easily come within a very short 
time." Upon further questioning the 
Secretary indicated that a "short time" 
might mean a "year." 

In a press release in December I called 
attention to the fact that the reductions 
through the 1920's actually resulted in 
increasing instead of decreasing the 
revenues. I wish to insert in the RECORD 
at this point my statement setting forth 
the experience with tax reduction in the 
1920's: 

EXPERIENCE WITH TAX REDUCTION IN THE 
TWENTIES 

In the period of the twenties, when the 
Republicans were in control, there were four 
reductions made in internal revenue taxes. 
The first tax reduction was made in 1921, 
when the country was in the depression of 
192Q-21. The reductions were made to 
relieve the people from the oppressive tax 
burdens of the First World War, in orde,r 
to stimulate business recovery and employ
ment. The acts providing for such reduc
tions were . the Revenue Act of 1921, applica
ble to 1921, 1922, and 1923, the Revenue Act 
of 1924, applicable to 1924, the Revenue Act 
of 1926, applicable to 1925, 1926, and 1927. 
The Revenue Act of 1928, applicable to 1928 
and 1929, did not provide for any tax reduc
tion but . liberalized the earned income 
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credit. However, House Joint Resolution 113 
reduced individual normal taxes and corpo
rate income taxes for the calendar year 1929. 

The reductions made by these acts were 
very extensive. Individual income taxpayers 
were granted three reductions in normal 
tax rates, three reductions in surtax rates, 
successive increases in personal exemptions, 
a 25 percent reduction in 1923 income tax, 
payable in 1924, a credit for earned income 
and a maximum tax on capital gains of 
12'12 percent. The war profits and excess 
profits tax on corporations was repealed and 
practically all the war excise taxes were 
removed. Despite these reductions, tax rev
enues continued to rise so that there was 
ample surplus to provide for sizable reduc
tions in the national debt. 

The following figures taken from statistics 
of income of the Bureau of, Internal Rev
enue show the increase in individual receipts 
for the calendar years 1921 to 1929, inclusive. 
The individual income tax receipts far 1923 
were sufficiently large to permit a 25-percent 
reduction which accounts for the revenue 
figure of $662,000,000: 

Individual income 
Calendar year: tax receipts 

1921 ____________________ $719,000,000 
1922_____________________ 861, 000, 000 
1923-------------------- 662,000,000 
1924-------------------- 704,000,000 
1925____________________ 735,000,000 
1926____________________ 732,000,000 
1927_____________________ 831,000,000 
1928 ____________________ 1,164,000,000. 
1929 ____________________ 1,001,000,000 

Average annual receipts in the above table, 
for the first 5 years of the period, totaled ap
proximately $736,000,000, while in the last 4 
years of the period they totaled $746,000,000. 

Corporate income-tax receipts during this 
period continued to rise, despite the reduc
tions in corporate income tax. This is shown 
by the following table: 

Corporation 
Calendar year: income-tax receipts 

1921--------------------- $366,000,000 
1922_____________________ 775,000,000 
1923--------------------- 937,000,000 
1924_____________________ 881,000,000 
1925---------------------1,170,000,000 1926 _____________________ 1,229,000,000 
1927 _____________________ 1,130,000,000 
1928 _____________________ 1,184,000,000 
1929 _____________________ 1,193,000,000 

Due to the slight business recession in 1924, 
there was a decrease in corporate receipts of 
$55,000,000, and a decline of $90,000,000 in 
1927. But this was small compared to the 
decline in corporate receipts during the de
pression of 1919 to 1921, when the Govern
ment revenues were reduced by $378,000,000. 

Total internal revenue receipts held to a 
steady level during this period, annual reve
nue surpluses were recorded and substantial 
reductions were made in the public debt as 
shown in the figures below: 

Fiscal Total internal- Gross public Annual revenue year receipts debt surplus 

1920.------ $6, 695, 000, 000 $24, 299, 000, 000 $212, 000, 000 192L ______ 5, 625, 000, 000 23, 977, 000, 000 87,000,000 1922 _______ 4, 109, 000, 000 22, 963, 000, 000 313, 802, 000 1923 _______ 4, 007,000,000 22, 350, 000, 000 310, 000, 000 1924 _______ 4, 012, 000, 000 21, 251, 000, 000 505, 000, 000 1925 _______ 3, 780, 000, 000 20, 516, 000, 000 251, 000, 000 1926 _______ 3, 963, 000, 000 19, 643, 000, 000 378, 000, 000 
1927 _______ 4, 129, 000, 000 18, 512, 000, 000 636, 000, 000 
1928 _______ 4, 042, 000, 000 17,604,000,000 399, 000, 000 1929 _______ 4, 033, 000, 000 16, 931, 000, 000 185, 000, 000 
1930.------ 4, 178, 000, 000 16, 185, 000, 000 184, 000, 000 

The experience in the twent"ies shows the 
fallacy of trying to secure revenue through 
continuing unfair and oppressive rates. We 
must remove the tax shackles in order that 
business may go ahead with full production, 
expansion, and employment. 

Calendar year 

1921.---------------
1922.---------------
1923_- --------------
1924.---------------
1925.---------------
1926.---------------
1927--- ------------
1928.---------- - ----
1929.---------------

1 Less 25 percent. 

Maximum rates 

Normal 
tax 

Percent 
8 
8 

18 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 

Surtax 

Percent 
65 
50 

150 
40 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 

Receipts 
from indi· 

vi duals 

$719, 000, 000 
861, 000, 000 
662, 000, 000 
704, 000, 000 
735, 000, 000 
732, 000, 000 
831, 000, 000 

1, 164, 000, 000 
1, 001, 000, 000 

NOTE.-Tax credit of 25 percent provided in Revenue 
Act of 1924 applicable to 1923 liabilities. 

The fact that tax reductions have a. 
tendency to increase collections by rais-

ing national income can be. illustrated 
also by the experience of the State of 
New York. This State reduced its tax on 
individual incomes by a fiat 25 percent 
for the years 1941 to 1944, inclusive, and 
by a fiat 50 percent for 1945. Another 
50-percent cut hac been recommended 
for the fiscal year 1946. 

Nevertheless revenues have increased 
from $465,000,000 in 1940 to $682;000,000 
in 1946, and a deficit in 1940 has given 
place to an unbroken series of surpluses, 
the largest of which occurred in 1946. 
In spite of the 50-percent cut, a surplus 
of $60,700,000 is estimated for the fiscal 
year 1947. I am inserting at this point 
a table which summarizes the New York 
exp€rience: 

TABLE IV.-New York State revenues, expenditures, and surplus, 1940-48 

[In millions of dollars] 

1947 1948 
1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 194!1 1946 (esti- (esti-

mated) mated) , • 
------------------------4-----i----~-----1------ -~---4-----~------~------

Total revenues------------------ 464. 8 501. 2 495. 6 283.8 532.0 617.4 682.4 660. 5 667.3 
========== 

Expenditures___________________ 466.0 464.1 448. 5 2CS. 9 437.9 460.8 1~ 599.8 ~ 

State government ... ----- ------------- 196.7 196. 5 192.1 139.0 197.4 210.6 -------- -------- --------
Local (including share in State taxes)_ 269.3 267. 6 256.4 129. 9 240. 5 250. 2 -------- -------- --------

========== Surplus..________ _____ ___________ ____ __ 11.2 37.0 47.1 14. 8 94. 1 156. 6 187. 8 60.7 4.3 

1 A deficit. 
Source: This table was prepared by the Legislative Reference Service of the Library of Congress on the basis of the 

Annual Report of the Comptroller for the fiscal year ended Mar. 31, 1945, p. 113, and the budget message of Feb. 1, 
1947 (New York Times, Feb . 2, 1947, p. 48). 

The experience of Australia in recent 
years furnishes additional evidence sup
porting my contention that an income
tax reduction fosters an increase in na
tional income which in time tends to in
crease tax collections. Since the end of 
World War II, Australia has reduced its 
income tax twice. 

The tax program which included the 
first of these reductions was estimated 
at the time to cost between £2,000,000 
and £3,000,000. ·Instead the tax reduc
tions were followed by an increase in rev
enues of £17,000,000. 

Hence the Government was able to 
come forward with a proposal to reduce 
the income tax a · second time with an 
estimated loss of revenue of £17,500,000. 

At this point the leader of the opposi
tion argued that no· real tax cut was be
ing proposed since the Government was 
merely distributing the surplus which it 
had failed to estimate in the previous 
year when the first of the two tax cuts 
was being made. 

The method for reducing taxes used 
in H. R. 1 is by no means new, either in 
the history of Federal or State taxation. 
In the Revenue Act of 1945, the Congress 
adopted a fiat 5-percent reduction in 
individual income taxes. In 1924, we 
had a tax reduction of 25 percent for 
taxes payable in 1924. Many of the 
States adopted the fiat-tax-cut method 
as the easiest and fairest way of reduc
ing taxes. 

In his budget message of January 26, 
1942, the then Governor Herbert H. Leh
man advised the New York Legislature: 

I recommend a 25-percent reduction 1n 
each 1ndiv1dual's.personal-1ncome taxes pay
able this spring • • • .. I.. recommend a 
similar 25-percent reduction in each in-

dividual's income taxes payable in the spring 
of 1943. 

This method of tax reduction was con
tinued by Governor Dewey, except that 
in 1945 and 1946 he recommended a 50-
percent instead of a 25-percent reduc
tion. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr~ Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman, a member of the com
mittee. 

Mr. LYNCH. I presume the chairman 
knows that when that recommendation 
was made we had a surplus in the Treas
-ury of the State of New York. We have 
no surplus in the Treasury of the United 
States at the present time, and it is not 
likely we are going to have any. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I do not think we will 
have a surplus in the Treasury until we 
have had a change of administration. 

Mr. LYNCH. If you are not going to 
have a surplus in the Treasury, how do 
you expect to have debt reduction and 
how do you expect to balance the budget? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Well, the gentleman 
knows, being a member of the great Ways 
and Means Committee; of which he is a 
very valuable member, that the receipts 
for this year will probably total two and 
a half or three billion in excess of the 
estimates. · 

Mr. LYNCH. Well, the gentleman 
knows that the gentleman at the other 
end of the Capitol in charge of the Fi
nance Committe€ estimates that this bill 
will cost $5,700,000,000. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Well, I cannot be 
responsible for what they say at the 
other end of the Capitol. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr., 
Chairman, wilt the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield. 
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Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I 

would like to commend' the gentleman's 
reference to New York State and to say 
that the legislature for the past few 
years has come in at the last minute and 
passed a reduction bill, to which the gen
t leman has referred, and it has come 
more or less as a present to the taxpayers 
of the State. Therefore, after we have 
made out our income taxes, we divide the 
total amount by 2 or 4 and ·we have our 
reduction. 

Mr. KNUTSON. On March 11 you 
made another 25-percent cut in the State 
income taxes of New York. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I un-
derstand it is 50 percent. · 

Mr. KNUTSON. I am advised it is 50 
percent. Why cannot the Congress do as 
much for the people of the United States 
as the Governor of New York can do for 
the people of that State? 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. The distinguished 

chairman made the statement that we 
would not have a surplus until there was 
a change of administration. Was that 
just about what the gentleman said? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I think that is sub
stantially correct. 

Mr. COOPER. How much surplus did 
the gentleman's party turn over when 
they went out the last time? 

Mr. KNUTSON. We did not turn over 
any. 

Mr. COOPER. I did not think so. 
Mr. KNUTSON. How much surplus 

did the gentleman's party turn over to 
us in 1921? 

Mr. COOPER. There was a deficit 
then, when the gentleman's party went 
out. 

Mr. KNUTSON. That is true. I grant 
that, and that deficit was due to the war 
that the gentleman's party promised to 
keep us out of back in 1916. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield. 
Mr. JENNINGS. According to my 

reading of American history, the last 
time a Democratic President left a sur
plus in the Treasury when he went out 
of office was Andrew Jackson, of Tennes
see, and that is so far in the distant past 
that the memory of man runneth not to 
the contrary. 

Mr. KNUTSON. And they have be~n 
celebrating his birthday ever since as an 
outstanding and unusual Democratic 
President. 

But let us keep this debate on a higher 
plane. I do not want any politics in this 
discussion. 

Now, let us take another State. Mary
land, under a Democratic Governor, re
duced its taxes. You see I am willing 
to give credit no matter on what side of 
the aisle it goes. 

Under Democratic Governor O'CoNOR, 
Maryland reduced its individual in
come taxes by a flat 33% percent in 1942 
and later increased the cut to a flat 50 
percent. Iowa has allowed a flat 50-per
c::::1t cut in its individual income tax 
since 1942. 

Our friends on the Democratic side 
may tell you that this is not the time to 
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reduce taxes. We must wait until we 
know how much the Administration is 
going to spend, and what boondoggling 
will cost before it is safe to even think 
about reducing the tax burden of the 
American people. Yet when my friend 
froin New Jersey [Mr. ~EAN], offered an 
amendment to my bill to further reduce 
the tax burden of the very lowest in·come 
group, which will result in a further tax 
cut of approximately $380,000,000, 
what do you think occurred? Why our 
Democratic friends on the Ways and 
Means Committee voted unanimously 
for this amendment, voted unanimously 
to further reduce taxes by approximately 
$380,000,000, and yet they tell you 
this is not the time to reduce taxes. 

I think one of the things that has kept 
you folks in power so long is your indif
ference to consistency-and it is a great 
gift sometimes. 

I hope our Democratic colleagues will 
vote to give the country the tax relief 
that it needs and demands. I, for one, 
have never been in favor of deficit spend
ing, and our study of the budget for 
1947 and 1948 clearly indicates, the other 
end of the Capitol to the contrary not
withstanding-may I say parenthetically 
that I do not want to violate the rules 
of the House. Every building, of course, 
has two ends. I think this is the front 
end-but our study of the budget for 1947 
and 1948 clearly indicates that there is 
ample surplus to provide both for tax 
relief and debt relief, even disregarding 
the impetus which H. R. 1 will give to 
the production of increased income. 

I know there are some who advocate 
that all the surplus should be applied to
ward the payment of the national debt. 
But, I believe that a proper approach is 
to provide for both tax reduction and 
debt reduction. 

In the President's budget message for 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1948, it 
was estimated that the public debt at 
the end of the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1948, would be $260,200,000,000, and 
that the cash balance at the end of the 
year would be $2,100,000,000. 

It now appears that o.n March 20, 1947, 
the debt had already been reduced to 
$259,000,000,000 and that cash balance 
existed of $5,900,000,000. 

After payment of Treasury notes and 
certificates maturing on March 15, 1947, 
and Apri11, 1947, the Treasury cash bal
ance should still be at least $4,000,000,000. 

It appears that more of this cash could 
be applied toward reduction of the debt 
in the hands of the public. By the end 
of fiscal 1947, we should be well ahead 
of schedule in debt retirement. 

This will necessarily reduce the inter
est charge now being borne by the 
Treasury with respect to the national 
debt. · · 

I was deeply disappointed at the Pres
ident's budget message calling for ex
penditures of $37,500,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1948, which under his budget left 
practically nothing for debt or tax re-
duction. · 

Any novice should know that this is 
the most opportune time to provide for 
debt relief and tax reduction. 

Tax receipts are at a high level and 
there is practically no unemployment. 

Indeed, it is most fortunate for the 
country that the Congress, and not the 
Executive, with his confused advisers, 
controls the purse strings. 

Under the Reorganization Act passed 
last year, a committee of the House and 
Senate, composed of both the Appropria
tion and Tax Committees has called a 
halt to governmental waste and extrav
agance by putting an over-all ceiling 
on Federal expenditures for the fiscal 
year 1948 of $31,500,000,000. 

Under the House action which ap
proved the report of this committee a 
surplus of $6,800,000,000 exists even if 
the budget committee's estimate of re
ceipts of $39,100,000,000 is used. If pres
ent levels of production and income con
tinue, receipts will be substantially 
higher. They might reasonably be ex
pected to exceed $43,000,000,000. 

As I have indicated the estimated rev
enue loss from H. R. 1 is about $3.840,-
000,000. Applying this against the con
servative $39,100,000,000 estimate of rev.:. 
enues used by the legislative budget com- . 
mittee we would still have $3,000,000,000 
left for debt retirement or other pur
poses. With .full employment continu
ing throughout fiscal 1948, as the Sec
retary of the Treasury inc.~icated it would 
at the hearings on this bill, a surplus of 
$11,500,000,000 would appear. This 
would leave something like seven billion 
available for retirement and other pur
poses after giving full effect to H. R. 1. 

Yes, this bill is fair, but it is only a 
start in the right dire'ction. As we clear 
away the dead wood in the executive 
branch and restore efficiency in govern
ment there will be further tax relief. 
Remember, we are beginning to reverse 
a trend that has been snowballing for 
14 ·years. 

It is a fair bill because it recognizes 
that the "little fellow" is having a hard 
time. Sixty-one percent of the reduc
tion provided goes to persons receiving 
net incomes of $5,000 or less, and of this 
amount 71 percent goes to individuals 
with incomes of less than $3,000 a year. 

·It is a fair bill because it recognizes 
the unfortunate situation of some of our 
senior citizens. It gives to taxpayers 65 
years of age and older a special $500 ex
emption, making a total personal exemp
tion of $1,000. Nearly 1,400,000 persons 
by that provision will be removed from 
the tax rolls. This is a practical way to 
attack the gloom of want that haunts 
some of the aged and infirm. 

It is a fair bill because it will help 
resurrect for the rising generation-war 
veterans, youngsters going to schools, 
and others-an incentive to start a small 
business or enter the professions of law, 
medicine, and so forth, with the knowl
edge that they will have an opportunity 
in the well-proven American way to grow, 
contribute to their country, and provide 
jobs. 

It is a fair bill because it puts the ax 
to punitive taxes designed by alien minds 
and whizzed through subservient Con
gresses-a tax program that fitted neatly 
into the New Dealers' master plan to put 
ceilings over al·l Americans and make of 
this a nation of automatons. 

For these reasons tax reduction now is 
imperative. The p:::uple in last Novem
ber's election made it unmistakab y plain 
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that they had had enough of the way 
the Government at Washington was be
ing mismanaged, so they voted for a 
thorough housecleaning. 

Until then they had enthusiastically 
borne the back-breaking taxes necessary 
to win the war. Remember those sky
high rates were imposed on the almost 
annual increases in taxes since 1933. 

I hope the Democratic Members of 
Congress will join the Republicans in 
reversing the trend of higher arid higher 
taxes, because it is the right thing to do. 

For years we Republicans have been 
warning that the short-haired women 
and long-haired men of alien minds in 
the administrative branch of the Gov
ernment were trying to wreck the Amer
ican way of life and install a hybrid oli
garchy at Washington through confisca
tory taxation. 

I am. glad to see that President Truman 
by his recent order for a loyalty test 
of Government employees recognizes as 
sound the warnings by our Speaker MAR
TIN and other Republican leaders these 
many years against the un-American 
infiltration of the Democratic adminis
tration. 

Let us all hope that the President will 
follow through in cleaning out these 
rascals. Let us also hope that the Presi
dent, though he acted belatedly on his 
loyalty test, will see the wisdom of the 
Republican Party in giving the people 
immediate relief from a tax levy that 
cannot be defended. in peacetime. 

Through enactment of this tax bill our 
country will be strengthened for its heavy 
responsibilities in a troubled world. 
When Congress votes a reduction in 
taxes it will give new hope in all the 
peace-loving nations of the world. It 
will be an inspiration to those countries 
that are now struggling to reach the 
highway of prosperity and happiness be
cause they know that their hope lies in 
a solvent and prosperous America. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wil1 ad
vise the gentleman from Minnesota that 
he has consumed 46 minutes. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman,1 I 
yield myself 20 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall endeavor · to 
state my position in respect to the pend
ing bill, as did my distinguished colleague 
from Minnesota, although he spent more 
of his time defending than explaining the 
bill. It will be my purpose to discuss the 
bill and its effects on taxation in the 
United States and not discuss tax laws in 
Australia, Czechoslovakia, and Spitz
bergen. 

Mr. Chairman, it is with considerable 
regret that I find myself unable to sup
port the pending bill. I sincerely wish 
that it were a measure that I could sup
port. During the years when I was 
chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, every effort was made to keep 
politics out of tax legislation. Revenue 

· bills were drafted with the fullest co
operation with minority Members, and 
very rarely, if ever, was a tax problem 
decided along party lines. Instead it was 
our earnest effort to formulate fiscal 
policies and write our tax bills strictly on 
the merits of the issues as developed by 
the witnesses before the committee and 

the technical experts of the Treasury 
and the Staff of the Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation. Moreover, 
it was our usual practice to set aside suf
ficient time for public hearings to enable 
all interested parties to present their 
views. Only after receipt of this testi
mony, and consideration of the advice 
of our technical experts in executive ses
sion, did we proceed to draft a tax bill. 

The former well-known practice of the 
Committee on Ways and Means while 
under Democratic control is related in 
order to point out the drastic change in 
the origin and consideration of H. R. 1. 
This tax bill seems to be predicated upon 
promises made in the 1946 campaign 
rather than upon analysis of the fisqal 
and economic conditions necessary to be 
taken into account in formulating a 
sound tax policy. 

But even more significant, and of real 
personal concern to me, is the precedent 
established by the majority members of 
the Committee on Ways and Means in 
rushing through a tax bill without op
portunity for adequate study and con
sideration by all the members of the 
committee. 

While I have th~ greatest respect for 
my friend, the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Ways an'd Means, · 
as well as all the members of our com
mittee, I can only view with alarm this 
departure from precedent in precluding 
the full membership of the committee in 
the preparation of revenue legislation. 
This departure from precedent was 
carried even further by the majority 
membership of the committee in setting 
aside only 2 days for public hearings, and 
in hand-picking the only two witnesses 
permitted to testify, other than Treasury 
officials. 

· Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield to the dis
ting·uished gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KNUTSON. My good friend, the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
DauGHTON], is always fair and affable 
and generous. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. KNUTSON. But I do at this point 
want the RECORD to show that we did not 
bring any witnesses, outside of the Treas
ury, before the committee except two 
very outstanding Democrats, both of 
whom endorsed the action of the com
mittee 100 percent. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. If the gentleman 
was never more accurate in some of his 
statements or his consistency, I would 
pity him. I do not like to get into per
sonalities, but I am reliably informed 
that the key witness, who was hand
picked and brQught here at the gentle
man's invitation, is a registered Repub
lican voter in New York City. I do not 
think that can be challenged. 

.Mr. KNUTSON. Well, he has seen the 
light, then. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I am informed he 
never has voted, at least in the last 15 
or 16 years, for a single Democrat. I do 
not know about the other one. If the 
gentleman challenges a statement of 
mine, he ought to be careful. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I should gladly state 
that a reformed Democrat makes an ex
cellent Republican. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. The gentleman 
means a renegade. 

Thi~ exclusion, over the protests of the 
minority, of other witnesses fully as in
formed and learned in tax matters as 
the gentlemen selected is something en
tirely new in· the history of the Commit
tee on Ways and Means in recent years. 
Historically, it has become the custom 
of the House to entrust the drafting of 
tax bills to the committee on the theory 
that revenue legislation is too complex 
to be satisfactorily amended and per
fected on the floor of the House, and 
because it was known that tax bills were 
reported only after the fullest, fair
est, and politically impartial considera
tion by the members of the committee. 
Consequently, the practice of considering 
tax bills under a closed rule has de
veloped. The bill, unlike any tax meas
ure reported to this House in recent 
years during Democratic control, is, in 
my opinion, nothing more than a hur
riedly conceived, untimely, discrimina
tory, and unsound patchwork of political 
expediency. 

Mr. Chairman, to remove any possible 
doubt as to my views on tax reduction, 
let me say at the outset that the Demo
cratic members of the committee have a 
clear and convincing record of reducing 
taxes when it is practicable to do so. 
I refer to the Revenue Act of 1945-the 
most recent major tax legislation passed 
by the Congress. The 1945 bill was de
signed to aid both individuals and busi
ness in the difficult transition from war 
to peace. It gave me great personal 
satisfaction to be able to aid initiating 
this first step to reduce wartime taxes 
and in reporting the bill to the House. 
That act made major reductions in both 
corporation taxes and individual income 
taxes, and a .minor reduction in excise 
taxes. The excess-profits tax, capital
stock tax, and declared value excess
profits tax were repealed, and corporate 
surtax rates were reduced, with a net 
tax benefit estimated at that time at 
$3,100,000,000. Individual tax liabilities 
were reduced by an estimated $2,800,-
000,000, through an increase in normal 
tax exemptions, a reduction in individual 
income-tax rates and also removal of 
$12,000,000 low-income taxpayers from 
the rolls. In the field of excises, the use 
tax on automobiles and boats was re
pealed. 

A good deal is said about low-income 
taxpayers and great concern is expressed 
for them. My friend becomes a foun
tain and his eyes become great rivers of 
water pleading for the low-income tax
payers, but he fails to remind you that 
iri the 1945 bill we removed from the 
tax rolls 12,000,000 low-income taxpay
ers, while in the bill under consideration 
not a single low-income taxpayer is re
moved from the tax rolls, other than 
some of those over 65 years of age. I 
suppose they had John D. Rockefeller 
a~d Henry Ford, Sr., in mind when they 
made that reduction. We removed 12,
ooo,ooo low-income- taxpayers from the 
tax rolls, those unable to pay taxes, but 
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they do not remove a single one from the 
t'ax rolls. 

Mr. KEAN. l.Vr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. KEAN. Does the gentleman be
lieve it is a good idea? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. It is not a ques
tion of what I believe, it is a question of 
what we know. 

Mr. KEAN. Does the gentleman be
lieve we should continue to take people 
off the tax rolls so that only a very few 
pay taxes? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I do not. We have 
already gone as far as we can at this 
time. 

Mr. KEAN. The gentleman is criti
cizing us for not having taken people off 
the tax rolls. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. When the condi
tion of the Treasury and our national 
economy justify it then the first consid
eration should go to the low-income tax
payers. 

Mr. KEAN. That is just what we have 
done here. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Oh, no. 
Mr. KEAN. · Oh, yes. 
Mr. DOUGHTON. Somebody spoke 

about the minority members voting for 
the amendment offered by my distin
guished friend. We did that to reduce 
the inequities as much as possible, but 
the gentleman knows and my good friend 
from Minnesota also knows, the minority 
members voted against reporting the 
amended bill. We were trying to im
prove it some, bad as it was. 

The estimated amount of the over-all 
tax reduction, which was spread over the 
entire tax structure, at present income 
levels amounts to a cut of $9,000,000,000. 
This should prove conclusively that we, 
the minority members, were interested in 
encouraging risk capital and business in
centive in the difficult period of transi-

. tion from war to peace, and we still are 
interested in these objectives. 

And it also gives me much satisfaction 
to recall that the revenue bill of 1945 
was drafted in the committee room with 
the full participation of all the mem
bers-majority and minority alike. As 
further proof of my sincere and earnest 
efforts to keep politics out of tax legisla
tion-please indulge me for a moment 
regarding my record in this House on the 
Revenue Act of 1943. You will recall 
that the 1943 bill, which became law in 
1944, was passed by both Houses of Con
gress after the usual careful considera
tion by the Committee on Ways and 
Means and the Committee on Finance. 
When presented for Executive approval, 
it was vetoed by the President because it 
did not carry as great increases as he had 
recommended. At that time I had a most 
unpleasant decision to make bu. the final 
answer was to support the work of the 
committee and the action of the Con
gress. I had to break with my own 
administration on that issue to support 
passage over the veto of the President. 

It is because I see this splendid. spirit 
of nonpartisan cooperation in the Com
mittee on Ways and Means being de
stroyed that I feel it 'necessary to ad
vise the House that H. R. · 1 has not re
ceived the customary, careful, nonpar-

tisan consideration, and should not be 
hastily passed. 

Mr. Chairman, it has always seemed 
axiomatic that a person heavily in debt 
was expected to pay something toward 
his debts when he· was able to do so. It 
had been my understanding that the 
same principles were applicable to Gov
ernment. 

A sound fiscal policy at this time calls 
for the following priorities: First, the 
budget should be balanced; second, a 
substantial payment toward debt retire
ment should be made; third, and only 
after fulfillment of the first two objec
tives, taxes should be reduced. 

The majority report at page 1 states 
that-

A reduction estimated at $3,800,000,000 is 
provided in this bill, leaving between $2,300,-
000,000 and $3,800,000,000 available for debt 
retirement. 

Upon what assumptions do they give 
us these figures? Are they reliable as
sumptions? Certainly. not. 

Section 138 of the Legislative Reor
ganization Act of 1946, enacted with a 
bipartisan support, prescribed the 
method for establishing a legislative 
budget. It provides that-

If the estimated receipts exceed the esti
mated expenditures, such report shall con
tain a recommendation for a reduction 1n 
the public debt. 

No mention in the act is made of tax 
reduction. It is significant that this act 
of Congress fixes joint responsibility, a 
responsibility rejected by the majority 
in its headlong dash toward tax reduc
tion. 

At the present moment the confer
ence committee on the legislative budget 
has had but one meeting, at which 
exactly nothing was accomplished, and I 
seriously doubt whether anything will 
come from a subsequent meeting, if one 
is ever beld. 

Mr. KNUTSON. . Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished gentleman. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Am I to understand 
that the gentleman objects to the treat
ment we have given to taxpayers in the 
lower brackets? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. No. If this bill is 
enacted, of course, I am glad if they are 
benefited, but my point is that the com
plaints are not coming from those in 
the lower brackets. I have not heard a 
word of complaint from those who pay 
a small amount of taxes to help defray 
the expenses ·of the war and pay some 
of the interest on the national debt. 
The complaints I have had are from 
those in the high income-tax brackets. 
That is where you wiH find that the com
plaints originate. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield to my dis
tinguished friend, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. KEEFE. In the consideration of 
this tax bill, has the gentleman received 
any evidence which convinces him that 
in the present fiscal year the budget will 
be balanced and that revenues will ex
ceed expenditures by nearly $2,000,000,-
000? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. No. There is 
some estimate of that kind, based on the 
highest possible revenue receipts and 
the lowest expenditures. It is based on . 
revenue receipts of January 1947, which 
none of us can give any assurance will 
be maintained. That is what it is based 
on. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
DauGHTON] has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 10 additional minutes. 

Will the gentleman please state his 
question again? 

Mr. KEEFE. As the gentleman well 
knows, I may say I have always taken 
the position that there should be a bal
ancing of the budget first, then debt re
tirement, then tax reduction. I would 
like to know from the gentleman whether 
or not it is not true that in the current 
fiscal year 1947, we will not only have a 
balanced budget but in addition will have 
created a surplus sufficient not only to 
provide for some debt retirement, but 
also to provide for tax reduction. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. No one can answer 
that question. The gentleman thinks it 
answers itself and that is the reason he 
asked it, I think; but no one can tell. 
It is mere guesswork. I say that the 
estimates made, upon which the gentle
man bases his statement that we will 
have a surplus, are estimates of the high
est possible receipts that anyone can 
imagine and the lowest possible expen·
ditures. They .take both extremes, the 
extremes on -receipts on the one hand, 
the highest they can get, and disburse
ments on the other hand just as low as 
they can get them. Now, I will ask my 
friend if he thinks it is safe to legislate 
on that hypothesis. 

Mr. KEEFE. May I ask the gentle
man this question? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Certainly. 
Mr. KEEFE. The gentleman says this 

bill relates to fiscal 1946. 
Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes. 
Mr. KEEFE. As I understand the bill, 

it proposes to relate back to January 1, 
19'47. Is that not right? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes. It is retro
active and that is one objection I have to 
it. It makes it that much more difficult. 

. But you cannot tell, and the gentleman 
knows you cannot tell, what will be the 
situation within the next few months. 
It will change, perhaps very greatly. The 
estimates in the last 2 months have va
ried something like $2,000,000,000. They 
may go down within the next 2 months. 
Is that not a possibility? 

Mr. KEEFE. Yes; I think it is. The 
whole situation is based upon projecting 
into the future the estimates which are 
based upon trends. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. May I ask the gen
tleman this question? Does the gentle
man think it is best to proceed recklessly 
in such matters, or cautiously? 

Mr. KEEFE. I believe we should pro
ceed cautiously. And the reason I have 
asked the gentleman the question is be
cause, sitting on another committee that 
has to provide appropriations, we have 
had certain testimony as to the ideas of 
expenditures and the ideas of revenue re:. 
ceipts. I may say to the gentleman it has 
been my understanding from the proof 
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that has come before the committee on 
which I serve that the Treasury itself 
has boosted its estimates as to revenues 
by over $2,000,000,000, and in addition 
to that, that we will have a balanced 
budget in the fiscal year 1947. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Let me ask the gen
tleman this question: He accepts this 
estimate of the Treasury of the receipts 
for 1948. Now, is he willing to accept the 
estimate of the Treasury on the budget, 
and the expenditures that will be neces
sary? 

Mr. KEEFE. No; I am not willing to. 
Mr. DOUGHTON. Of course not, be

cause that disproves the gentleman's 
position. 

Mr. KEEFE. I am not willing to do 
that. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Of course not. 
Why do you take the other, then? 

Mr. KEEFE. Well, because--
Mr. DOUGHTON. The gentleman 

must have undergone a change of heart, 
because I had reason to believe about 10 
days ago that the gentleman was defi
nitely opposed to any tax reduction or 
tax bill at this time. I say, I was led to 
believe that. 

Mr. KEEFE. Now, the gentleman 
wants to be perfectly fair, I assume. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Yes; I do. The 
gentleman·wm not deny that, will he? 

Mr. KEEFE. I shall not deny any 
such statement. I have been quoted 
publicly in the press and have talked 
on the radio and everything else, so the 
gentleman is not expressing anything 
new as to the gentleman's attitude based 
upon the real value of a 20-percent cut 
across the board. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I have great ad
miration for the gentleman. 

Mr. KEEFE. Will the gentleman give 
me this information--

Mr. DOUGHTON. I will if I have it; 
yes. 

Mr. KEEFE. I am only asking for 
informat~on, that is all I want. 

Mr. DOUGHTON., Perhaps I can give 
the gentleman information. He is al
ready gifted with understanding, but if 
I can give him information I will be glad 
to give him any I have. 

Mr. KEEFE. Does the gentleman un
derstand that the reason we claim a bal
anced budget in 1947 is because of the 
rescissions that have been made in ap
propriations plus an unexpected increase 
in our revenues? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. The gentleman 
talks about rescissions. We are not 
through with appropriation bills. I think 
those rescissions the gentleman talks 
about are more in imagination and ex
travagant claims than they are in reality, 
in my opinion. I will get to that a little 
later. 

Mr. KEEFE. I am not talking about 
reductions in appropriations, I am talk
ing about rescissions, which are quite a 
different thing. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. All right. What 
does the gentleman mean by rescission? 

Mr. KEEFE. I mean the rescission of 
an appropriation, the canceling of an 
appropriation that was available for ex
penditure in 1947. Many of those we 
rescinded. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. What has that got 
to do with this tax bill? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield that I may 
ask the gentleman from Wisconsin a 
question? ' 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield. 
Mr. KEEFE. What is the gentleman's 

question? 
Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I wish to 

ask the gentleman from .Wisconsin when 
he talks about balancing the budget and 
bringing in a surplus of some $2,000,000,-
000 to apply against reduction of the 
public · debt, ·whether the gentleman is 
agreeable to paying off the terminal
leave bonds if the boys want them now 
and thus reduce that much of the public 
debt? 

Mr. KEEFE. I am not answering that 
question now because I do not think that 
is a matter that is before the Commit
tee at this time. We have voted the 
gentleman's bill and it ·is now the law; 
and I voted for it. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. But the 
gentleman will admit that these bonds 
are a public debt and that they are draw
ing 2% -percent interest. Will not the 
gentleman agree that this is a debt that 
should come before bonds held by people 
who do not want to part with ~ hem? 

Mr. KEEFE. I do not think that is 
a question that is before the Congress. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. A direct answer to 
the question the gentleman ha ; asked as 
to the balancing of the budget and 
having a surplus is Section 138 of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 
for which inost of you voted but I did not. 
It was of course a sugar-coated proposi
tion to increase the salaries of Members 
but I do not object to that. It was a 
bi-partisan measure. But · this Legisla
tive Reorganization Act prescribed a 
method of establishing the legislative 
budget. It provides: 

If the estimate of . receipts exceeds the 
estimate of expenditures, such report shall 
contain a recommendation for a reduction 
on the public debt. 

No mention whatever is made of tax 
reduction, not a · word. It is significant, 
I think, that this act of Congress places 
joint responsibility on the Committee on 
Ways and Means for debt retirement and 
that responsibility is now met by the 
majority by rushing headlong into tax 
reduction first before they get the legisla
tive budget. Our first responsibility 
should be the fixing of the limit expendi
tures, yet the majority party rushes 
headlong into tax reduction without 
waiting for the report· of the committee. 
The only budget guide we have is the 
recommendation sent down by the Presi
dent. This bill is brought out here, not
withstanding, and hurried through. 
Now, the majority must be afraid of the 
report. They do not know what the 
report will be, they do not know what 
the budget is going to be, they cannot tell. 
My good friend from Wisconsin cannot 
tell. He has labored earnestly, I have no 
doubt, and I have great respect for· those 
on this side of the House too who are 
trying to cut down the debt by elimi
nating unnecessary expenditure of public 
moneys. ~ am just as e~rnest in that as 

he is· so lpng as proper regard can be had 
for essential Government services needed 
by the American people or in their be
half. Up to the present moment the 
committee of conference· oh the legis
lative budget has had but one meeting 
since we appointed conferees on March 
3. What happened since then? The 
conferees have had but one meeting and 
absolutely nothing was . accomplished. 
Why not wait? Is not some criticism 
justified for rushing this tax reduction 
bill through before · we know what the 
recommendation of this committee is go
ing to be and what will be the size of the 
budget we may expect for 1948? I would 
like for some Member to answer that 
question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has 
expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 10 additional minutes. 

The · CHAIRMAN. The. gentleman 
from North Carolina is recognized for 
10 additional minutes. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. So to date we have 
only the President's budget estimates to 
guide us. Now, I am for every economy 
measure that can be made consistent 
with maintenance of the essential func
tions of Government and fulfillment of 
our present and prospective interna
tional responsibilities and commitments. 
But can anyone honestly contend that 
he thinks it practicable; ·in view of the 
requirements for relief for devastated 
areas, not included in the budget, of the 
amounts recommended by the President 
for aid to Greece and Turkey, and the 
active .consideration of legislation for 
benefit payments to agriculture of some 
$300,000,000, which does not appear in 
the budget--can anyone actually be so 
unrealistic as to assume that the amount 
of the President's budget can be reduced 
by $6,000,000,000 or even U ,500,000,000, 
as recommended by the Senate, or even 
below the President's estimates. I re
peat that I am for economy-! voted for 
the $6,000,000,000 cut in the estimate of 
the President--but certainly my eyes are 
not closed to the changes that have come 
to pass since then. 

There is a strong possibility that even 
the amount included in the President's 
budget may be exceeded when all of the 
appropriation bills for the fiscal year 
1948 have been passed. 
· Would it not be far better for the 
majority and for the entire country to 
relieve them of their campaign pledges 
than to plunge our Nation into so haz
ardous ·a fiscal policy as H. R. 1 must 
entail? 

In order to reach their conclusion that 
it now is possible to reduce taxes and to 
balance the budget, the majority mem
bers of the Committee on Ways and 
Means use as the basis for estimated re
ceipts for -fiscal year 1948 the current 
high rate of income payments to indi
viduals-the highest in our Nation's his
tory. In contrast, they close their eyes 
to the facts of life in a war-torn world 
·and to our obligations as a victorious 
power, and profess to believe that the 
drastic cuts of $4,500,000,000 to $6,000,-
000,000 still are attainable. Assu~ing 
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the highest national income and a mini
mum level of expenditures obviously un
attainable, the majority eke out a bare 
$3,000,000,000 for debt retirement in the 
event H. R. 1· should be enacted. 

On the precedent of the Treasury
Po~?t Office appropriation bill, , as it 
passed the House, the $37,500,000,000 re
quested by the President would only be 
cut to $36,000,000,000; 

The start has been made on the 
precedent of the first appropriation bill 
passed by the House. I have not con
sidered the one acted on yesterday. All 
those 65 years of age and those who have 
paid taxes through withholding or other
wise would have to have refunds, and 
that was not estimated in the present 
budget; not taken into consideration at 
all. A lot of these things open our eyes 
and I think we had better look and 

. listen and think as we go along before 
we just go blindly ahead and take the 
responsibility for action. The .credit of 
the Government and the solvency of the 
Government and the interest of 85,000,-
000 bondholders are all involved. There 
is something more than politics involved 
in this, or redeeming campaign promises. 

A total of a billion dollars not in
cluded in the President's budget for 
relief, aid to Greece and Turkey ' and 
additions to the farm program ~ould 
raise the total expenditures for 1948 to 
$37,000,000,000. The most recent esti
mates for the Treasury Department are 
for a revenue yield of $39,000,000,000, in 
which event $2,000,000,000 would be 
available for debt retirement in 1948 
under the present law. Passage of 
H. R. 1 would reduce revenues by ap
proximately $4,000,000,000 and would 
leave us with a deficit of $2,000,000,000 
and nothing to pay on the debt. 

Where are the spokesmen for better 
business in government? Who are the 
reckless advocates who would speed us 
toward insolvency-when the war
incurred debt is over six times the pre
war level? Are these the same Republi
cans who prate a. bout a solvent America? 
Is this the party which pledged itself 
in its 1944 platform in these words: "We 
shall reduce that debt as soon as eco
nomic conditions make it possible." Does 
the majority now propose to break faith 
with the 85,000,000 war bondholders to 
grant special consideration to the 
48,000,000 taxpayers? 

I submit in all sincerity, if under the 
highest national income in our history, 
tax reduction is given priority over debt 
retirement, when can we hope to begin 
payment on the public debt? I submit 
that sound fiscal policy for the American 
Nation at the present critical hour is but 
poorly served by•the determination of the 
majority to slash blindly at the Govern
ment's revenues as is done in H. R. 1. 

To date, hopes of a balanced Federal 
budget still are but hopes. Only when 
payments are made on the debt from the 

- proceeds of taxation will we be able to 
feel that the Nation actually is on its 
way out of the fiscal wilderness into 
which the war plunged us. 

The majority, in their ill-advised rush 
to slash taxes at this time, find them
selves making contradictory assertions in -
their report on H. R. 1. As I have indi
cated, their conclusion that we can both 

balance the budget, pass H. R. 1, and still 
make a payment of $3,000,000,000 on the 
public debt, is based upon an assumption 
of a level of expenditures that cannot 
reasonably be realized. It also assumes 
that the national income will remain at 
the January 1947 peak-the highest in 
history. 

A recession of business, as I will men
tion later, was mentioned by one of the 
key witnesses called by the majority be
fore our committee. He said a recession 
was not at all improbable. When the 
Democrats are in power and busilless is 
bad, they call it recession, and the Re
publicans call it depression. When the · 
Republicans are in power and business 
is bad, they call it recession, and the 
Democrats call it depression. That is the 
difference. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex
pired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 10 additional minutes. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KNUTSON. The gentleman will 
recall that both the distinguished wit
nesses we had before the committee, for
mer Under Secretaries of the Treasury, 
Mr. Magill and Mr. Hanes, ventured the 
statement that there was probably a re
cession ahead of us, and being good Dem
ocrats they used the word "recession." 
Of course, if the Republicans were in, 
they would call it a depression. At any 
rate, what I was trying to say was that 
they both said positively that · a tax re
duction at this time might avert a. reces
sion, or at least soften the blow. 

Mr. DOUGHTON . . They labored try
ing to justify their position. I have never 
seen a man labor as Dr. Magill did. He 
first talked the round system and then 
the fiat. When they pinned him down 
and made · him do it-you had to pin 
him down and make him do it-he would 
talk about a depression, and he would 
also say that if you could only do one, 
make a reduction in the debt or reduce 
taxes, you should have debt reduction. 
But this bill is predic,ated on the other 
assumption of continued high levels of 
income. Certainly if you pass this bill, 
you get tax reduction, whether you get 
any debt payment or not. You just re
verse what Dr. Magill~s philosophy was; 
the record shows that. 

I cannot yield, further to the gentle
man. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I will give the gen
tleman additional time. I will give him 
anything I have. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I hope the gentle
man will agree to an extension of time 
for debate tomorrow so that we can have 
more time for Members who desire to 
speak. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Certainly we do not 
want to deprive the House and the gallery 
of this great spectacle. . 

Mr. DOUGHTON. These hypotheses 
developed on page 7 of the report, how
ever, are controverted on page 11 by the 
argument there made that the · passage 
of H. R. 1 is necessary to provide addi-

.tional spendable consumer income and 

incentives for business expansion because 
of the fear of a recession. 

If a recession is ·feared by the majority, 
then how can they advise tax reduction 
based upon the peak levels of national 
income? Is not this the most reckless 
sort of fiscal management and almost 
certain to result in a further deficit? 
· If we enact H. R. 1, it means that we· 

are departing from a policy of safety 
and fiscal prudence. The sound and in
telligent policy briefly is this: To balance 
the Federal budget not in theory, not in 
expectation, but in undeniable · fact· 
when revenues are sufficient to balance 
the budget and have produced a surplus 
of revenues over expenditures, to apply 
that surplus first and foremost to re
duction of the public debt; after pay
ments of substantial amount have been 
made on the debt from surplus revenues, 
to determine from careful and thorough 
study of the national economy and of 
the entire tax structure, including excise, 
estate and gift, and corporate income 
taxes, what downward revisions of taxes 
could and should be made. 

Has the budget been balanced? No 
Member of this House can answer that 
question in the affirmative. 

No report has reached this House on 
the legislative budget called for under 
the Legislative Reorganization Act. 

Only a beginning has been made at 
completing .congressional action on the 
appropriation bills for the fiscal year 
1948. 

The level of the Government's tax col
lections ·at the present moment is high; 
employment :remains most satisfactory; 
the national income is unprecedented. 
Yet doubts still cloud the future. for the 
average man. Yes, even the majority of 
the committee have their doubts for they 
speak about a recession and their key ' 
witnesses at the hearings expressed fear 
of a possible recession. On the other 
hand the fabric of wholesale and retail 
prices is yet far from stabilization; iri
:fiation threats still confront us at almost 
every turn. 

I am mystified as never before in my 
long experience in the halls and cham
bers of this Capitol that under circum-

. stances such as now prevail over the 
Nation and the world, men with a record 
of having cried loudly in days gone by 
for conservative fiscal policies should at 
the moment be pursuing a course so 
plainly unsound. 

The majority expresses the hope-and 
that is the best case that possibly can 
be made of it-that the budget will be 
balanced; they also express the hope that 
a payment of some size or other can be 
made on the public debt. The minority, 
however, calls upon the Congress to 
pause and reflect. In view of present un
certain economic conditions and the 
great uncertainty of the amount of ex
penditures for 1948, especially when we 
consider the size of the public debt, it is 
our view that tax reductjon at this time, 
as proposed in the bill under consider
ation, cannot be justifi,ed. 

Tax reduction should not be ·made 
without an over-all study and revision of 
the entire tax structure. The Secretary 
of the Treasury recently called the at
tention of the Committee on Ways and 
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Means to 16 important items of postwar 
tax revision which have been under 
study. They include issues recognized 
by both sides of this House as· :vital. 
Among them are such issues as the over
hauling of our schedules of ,excise taxes; 
the removal of inequities in the treat
ment of family income under the indi
vidual income ·tax; allowances for life 
insurance premiums and other forms of 
savings, also under the individual in
come tax; the double taxation of divi
dends under the corporate and individual 
income taxes; the ave~·aging of incomes 
over good and bad years; the taxation 
of American corporations doing business 
in foreign lands. · · 

Substantial losses of revenues niay be 
involved in any attempt to solve the 
problems of tax reform which these is
sues present. H. R. 1, with its heavy cut 
into the pt:esent yield of the individual 
income tax, may, and probably will, if it 
becomes · law, preclude indefinitely any 
further reduction, and so inake it im
possible to ·carry out any equitable, com
prehensive tax revision. 

The point is , Mr. Chairman, that no
body· knows with · any reasonable degree 
of· ·certainty·· what our expenditures will 
be; nor what the revenues for ·1948 are 
likely to be. A $10,000,00( ,000 drop in 
national income would. reduce revenues 
by $3,000,000,000, and a $20,000,000,000 
income drop by nearly $6,000,000,000. 
When we consider tha:t the highest pre..; 
war national income wa...; .scmewhat less 
than $109,000,000,000, some reduction 
from the 1947. level of ' $166,000,000,000 
appears not unlikely. It is important to 
bear in mind that even a $10,000,000,000 
decline in national income would wipe 
out entirely the margin. which the major
ity contends would still be available· for 
debt retirement under H. R. 1, .assuming 
a five and one-fourth to six-billion-dollar 
cut in the President's budget, which I da 
not believe possible of realization. 

When the state of the Government 
finances clearly warrants tax reduction, 
downward revision of the individual in
come-tax rates merit~ the fullest consid
eration. But the broad field of the· indi
vidual income tax presents many .. impor
tant opportunities for revision and im
provement, wholly aside from the ques
tion of rates. H. R. 1 has been written 
without reference to faults of the pres
ent law outside the rate schedules--and 
wholly, of course, without reference to 
challenging demands for excise-tax ad
justments and far-reaching changes in 
the taxation of corporations. 

In conclusion, the passage of H. R. 1, 
in my opinion, would be a great mistake, 
for this bill embarks upon a. reckless, ill
timed, and ill-considered fiscal policy. It 
cuts taxes at . a time when the public is 
best able to pay, and when any possible 
budgetary surplus should be applied 
against the public debt. Only when the 
budget has been balanced and a substan
tial amount set aside for debt retirement, 
should we consider tax reduction. And 
when that happy day arrives, whether 
later in this session of Congress or at 
some later time, instead of concentrat
ing solely on rate reduction in the indi
vidual income tax, let us proceed to make 
a careful and comprehensive study of the 
Federal tax structure to provide the most 

equitable, permanent, peacettme tax law 
possible~ Taxpayers confronted with the 
obligation of repayment of a $260,000,-
000,000 national debt are entitled to. the 
most equitable and the soundest fiscal 
structure in our power to devise. ' · 

We should, therefore,,recommit H. R. 1 
for further study by the Committee on 
Ways and Means. We would do well to 
heed the admonition contained· in ~n edi
torial in the Washington News of March 
21, 1947', which stated: 

Taxpayers in all brackets would be much 
better off if Congress held to the present tax 
rates this year, and used, all surplus revenues 
collected to start paying off the public debt. 
With prices and living costs still rising, due 
largely to the Government's continued spend
ing of borrowed money, this is np time to cut 
taxes. Now may be a good time to .start 
working on a sensible tax cut to become·. ef
fect ive next year, after the budget has been 
balanced and prices stabilized. 

We certainly do not kr_ow, at present, 
enough about the subject on which we 
are attempting to legisla.te. We ~hould 
defer action on· tax reduction until more 
of the appropriation bills are. acted upon 
by the Congress--both House and Sen
ate. Until we know more about the con
sequences of the action the Congress will 
likely take respecting foreign commit
ments and obligations, we should not t'ake 
precipitate action that might throw the 
budget out of balance for 1948 and would 
certainJy make any ·substantial repay
ments on the P!o,l~lic deht impossible .. 
1 From the Washington (D. C.) News of March 

21, 1947.f . 
TAXATION FOR VOTEf> ONLY 

House Republican leaders ·have agreed on 
-a tax reduc~ion bill. It provides: . 

A 30-percent cut for those with ta.'!:able 
income up to $1 ,000: comprising-and not by 
coinc~dence-the largest number -of voters; 

A cut of 20 . percent for the next largest 
number of vo~rs, those with taxable income 
between $1 ,000 and $302,000. 

And 10.5 percent for the handful whos~ 
income is above $302,000 and who ar~ pre
sumed to vote Republican. anyway·. 
- This biU, if passed, will diminish the Gov

ernment 's revenues by $3,840,000,000 at , a 
time when the Government's debt is $260,-
000,000,000, when the · budget is still unbal
anced, when demands for national security 
expenditures at home and around the world 
are rising. 

Taxpayers ·in all brackets would be much 
better off· if Congress held to the present 
tax rates this year, and used all surplus 
revenues collected to start paying off tb,e 
public debt. With prices and living costs 
still rising, due largely to the Government'~; 
continued spending of borrowed money, this 
is no time to cut taxes. Now may be a good 
t ime to start working · on a sensible tax cut 
to become effective next year, after the budgP.t 
has been balanced and prices stabilized. 

[From t he Washington (D. C.) Post of March 
23, 1947] 

ILL-TIMED TAX RELIEF 

The revised Knutson tax-reduction bill re
ported out by the Ways and Means Com
mittee is an improvement over the earlier 
plan to make a uniform 20-percent cut in 
taxes for all but a very few rich ta~
payers. The present blll would provide a 
substantial measure of relief for individuals 
in the low-income tax brackets without 
dropping millions from the tax rolls by 
liberalizing exemptions. For the time be
Ing, retention of a broadly based system of 
income t axation affords much-needed popu-

lar support for retrenchment ·that will make 
it · teasil;>le to increase personal exemptions 
at a later date, despite the resultant large 
'l~s of revenue. · 
- Bad timin·g, however, remains a for~idabie 
objection to the Knutson bill. From pres
ent indications the measure will be rail
roaded through the House this week before 
the House and Senate have reached an .agree
ment as to the amount of over-all reduc
tions in expenditure to be aimed at. The 
House and Senate are also at odds concern
ing the question whether debt reduction 
f;hould take priority over tax reduct ion. The 
Senate has already allocat ed $2,600,000,000 
of 'the expected 1948 surplus to tax reduc
tion. Since enactment of the Knut&on bill 
would result in an ·estimated revenue loss 
of $3,800,000,000 during the next fiscal year , 
the possibility of combining these t wo ob
jectives seems remote. Moreover, the Knut
son bill makes the proposed tax reductions 
retroactive to January 1, 1946, thereby taking 
a substantial slice out of the revenues of the 
current fiscal year. Probably the result 
would be to dash the hopes recently voiced 
by Secretary Snyder of achieving a balanced 
budget for the fiscal year 1947. 

We had supposed that the Republicans 
were even more eager to balance the budget 
than to provide tax relief. At any rate, 
promises of tax reduction have always been 
predicated on a balancing of the budget. 
Yet Speaker MARTIN has indorsed the Knut
son bill in toto and is urging its passage as 
evidence that the party is keeping fait h wit h 

, the American people. 
We trust that the Senate ·wm be less rash 

and tal{e cognizance .of Representative 
DouGHTON' s warning that "we -very easily 
could get into t}?.e red" if Congress v9tes for 
tax reductions without adequate knowledge 
of expenditure requirements. There is a 
good chance that the Senate will at least 
h:~.sist on 5iropping the retroactive feature of 
tlie Knutson bill. And it is to be hoped that 
it will delay final action on the rest of the 
tax-reduction program until more informa
tion is available concerning the Govern-

- m{mt's future commitments. By making ~ax 
reduction a partisan issue the Republicans 
have been tempted. ·· to act precipitately and 
have forfeited an opportunity to present the 
people with a balanced, well-timed system of 
tax relief that would have ea:rned them the 
t?-anks of all the people. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield ·such . time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. REEDl. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, it is .unnecessary for me to say that 
we are here to consider H. R. 1, a tax 
reduction bill. I realize that it comes as 
a shock to my New Deal friends on my 
right, because for the last 14 years they 
have been accustomed to bringing in, in 
a great majority of cases of 17 total tax 
bills, bills to raise revenue. Apparently, 
it has become a habit to spend and tax 
and spend. 

My background is a little different, of 
course, than some of those who are here. 
I came here as a young Congressman 
. nearly 30 years ago, just after the First 
World War. I remember very vividly the 
conditions that prevailed in this coun
try at that time. In the first place, the 
labor situation was quite desperate. It 
was estimated at that time that some 
six or seven million people were idle. 
There was no smoke coming out of the 
chimneys of the factories of this coun
try. My towri is a small town. The men 
in it were idle. Not only that, but soup 
kitchens were being erected to take care 
of the people. An election came alon&,. 
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much like the one we had in November. 
The people realized that we had been on 
a great spending spree during the war. 
·£hey realized also that except for that 
war, the First World War, things were 
bogging down completely before the war 
came along to open up the factories to 
manufacture war materials. They made 
up their minds it was time for a change 
and they made a change. 

There were some very able men in the 
Wilson administration. I do not think 
anyone will question the ability of Secre
tary Carter Glass or Mr. Houston, and 
certainly they would not question the 
ability of Mr. Coolidge. Those men were 
recommending, as a postwar proposition, 
a terrific retrenchment in governmental 
expenditures. I remember the loud howl 
that went up as a result of it, but the 
Republicans cut to the bone. It was a 
tough job. They thought we were going 
to ruin the country because we were cut
ting so deep. They said we would not be 
able to pay anything on the national 
debt, that we \\'OUld retrench so much it 
would ruin the country. I remember it 
very well and there are a few men here 
today who will remember the opposition 
of the Democrats to the program of tax 
reduction. But after the retrenchment 
and during the retrenchment, when the 
new Congress came into power, taxes 
were reduced. They were reduced mod
erately, as they are in this bill. The 
stimulation to business enterprises was 
almost instantaneous. Almost overnight 
the factories started to open. Furnaces 
that had been dead were again · supplied 
with coal, and it was not long before you 
saw idle men starting back to the fac
tories. I am telling you . they were a 
happy lot. There was one tax reduc
tion and that was the effect of it. The 
revenue increased, for some reason or 
other, and it increased to a very marked 
degree. That was in 1921. And, much 
to the surprise of everybody, the budget 
was balanced in 1921. Then they re
duced taxes again. The reduction in 
1921 was for 1922 and 1923. Then an
other bill came along reducing taxes in 
1924. Of course, they were not paying 
taxes currently then, and they reduced 
the taxes by 25 percent, applicable to 
1923. Still the revenues increased. It 
became possible to pay a billion dollars 
on the national debt as a result of in
creased revenue from lowering the taxes, 
not only a billion dollars one ·year but 
it kept up every year over a period of 
10 years. That was not all. Industry 
increased, labor's wages increased, farm
ers who had been bankrupt down in the 
Southwest came to Washington to thank 
the President of the United States for 
what he had done for the farmers. That 
was true of four governors from the 
deep South. They were not worried 
about tax reduction, not at all; they were 
getting all the benefits of tax reduction. 
The tax was reduced four times, again 
in 1926 and again in 1928. Still the rev
enue increased. And every year from 
1921, of course, the budget was balanced 
and there was a surplus for debt reduc
tion. 

And you recall that we had the pro
gram of building the hospitals for the 
soldiers of World War I, and we carried 
on housing projects without the Govern-

ment interfering with it, and we built 
units enough to take care of everybody. 
We did not have any of these controls 
that create scarcity of materials, not 
at all. 

We have now come down to the ques
tion following this war after having the 
experience of lowering the taxes and 
paying a billion dollars a year on the 
national debt for 10 years, reducing the 
national debt from $20,000,000,000 to 
$10,000,000,000- . 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. In just a 
moment. I wish to proceed. I will yield 
a little later, but I have very little time. 

Times were splendid in this country. 
There never were 10 years in which this 
country enjoyed such wonderful prosper
ity as we enjoyed then, with wages up, 
not down. The people have again regis
tered their will tbat the Republicans take 
over in the hour of the Republic's peril. 
I realize that our background as a party 
is considerably different than the one on 

·the other side. The Republican Party 
can never be charged with having over
looked the necessity of protecting this 
Republic. The Republican has never 
been a party of slavery and it is not 
going to be a party of tax slavery. 
Physical slavery is one thing, but , tax 
slavery can become almost as bad. We 
had to carry on a great :fight, a deplorable 
:fight in order that millions might not be 
enslaved. We must now see to it that 
we are not enslaved by a tax system that 
is crushing to hope or incentive. The 
tax load during the present war has be
come unbearable. Men are not going to 
have any initiative to go into enterprise 
if 85 cents out of every dollar they earn 
is taken from them by the Government. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. In just a 
few minutes. 

Many a Gl has already tried to start in 
business but he has found it useless under 
present conditions. Let me illustrate my 
statement that these high taxes are sap
ping initiative. A man earning $12,000 
a year pays almost 50 cents out of every 
dollar to the Government. He really 
does not have any initiative to earn any 
more because if he gets up in the high 
:figures paid managerial experts who are 
responsible for creating pay rolls, taxes 
will take 75 cents out of every dollar 
he earns. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. REED of New York. I yield, but 
I would rather not. 

Mr. KNUTSON. It might be well to 
call attention to the fact that over half 
of the States have income-tax laws of 
their own. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me now? 

Mr. REED of New York. Yes; I will 
yield. 

Mr. LYNCH. The gentleman has de
scribed the glorious days from 1920 to 
1928 but forgot to go on. I wonder if he 
would describe 1929, 1930, and 1931? 

Mr. REED of New York. Yes; I will 
be very glad to mention them. It is a 
fact that there was a world-wide depres
sion at that time. I do remember that it 

became necessary for Mr. Hoover to bor
row $2,000,000,000, and it was all in re
coverable loans, and every dollar of it 
was recovered under the New Deal; but 
every dollar of it was spent by the New 
Dea.l and never applied to the discharge 
of those debts. You boondoggled it away. 
That is the way you have operated all the 
time. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr: Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. No; I cannot 
at this time. 

Mr. DINGELL. They did not recover 
the Dawes millions. Those were stinking 
dollars, too. 

Mr. REED of New York. They re
stored all of the banks to solvency. 

Speaking on the question of incentive 
to go into business, I received a letter 
which I will put in the RECORD. It comes 
from a Democratic city; it comes from 
the State of New York; it comes from the 
member of a prominent :firm. This gen
tleman states: 

DEAR SIR: Let an old line, anti-New Deal 
Democrat, who never voted for Roosevelt on 
any of the four occasions when he ran for 
President. tell you how the present income
tax dispensation works out in his particular 
case, resulting in diminishing returns for the 
Government: 

1. Weary of working largely to turn my 
earnings over to the collector, my firm's part
nership articles. have been amended, effective 
January 1 of last year, so as to cut in two 
my share· of the firm's net profits, the other 
one-half thereof being apportioned, by way 
of bonus, among those employees whose in
come-tax brackets are lower than mine. 

2. When asked some time ago in a ques
tionnaire put out by the magazine Fortune 
as to whether I would work 2 or 3 hours per 
day lC'nger if it would result in doubling 
my income, the answer was emphatically in 
the negative, on the ground that any such 
increase would go mainly to the tax collec
tor. 

3. As a votin~ trustee of stock in a cor
poration which operates at a loss, I have de
clined to accept remuneration, and am ren
dering my services free of charge, since a 
large percentage of such compensation, if 
paid to me, would be diverted to the Public 
Treasury from the corporation. which has no 
taxable net income. 

4. For the same reason, I function bien
nially without compensation as a member of 
an examining committee of a. tax-exempt 
corporation. 

5. Before last year's first break in the bull 
market, I could have realized a profit of some 
$44,000 on securities purchased in the past 
few years, but as $11,000 would have gone 
to the collector under the guise of an income 
tax on capital gains, I will hold the securities 
until they go below the prices which I paid 
for them before submitting to any such ex
tortionate tax. 

6. This week I shall be in receipt of a 
quite substantial sum ·upon the retirement 
of preferred stock of Electric Bond & Share, 
with an inevitable capital-gains tax to pay 
next year on the transaction. The problem 
of what to do with the proceeds of the re
tirement I am solving by leaving the same 
on deposit in my bank account where my 
bank will probably loan it out at seven
eighths of 1 percent. Certainly there is no 
incentive for me to try to invest the proceeds 
in other securities yielding the current low 
return, and whatever small income may ac
crue to me from reinvestment would be to 
a great extent handP.d over to the tax col
·lector. So, what's the use? 

Perhaps a revenue-minded tax court, cir
cuit court of appenls, and Supreme Court 
wlll hold me to a tax on what might have 
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been payable t o me under items 3 and 4 
(above ), on the theory that the power to 
command income creates a tax liability 
(Har rison v. Schaffner. 312 U. S. 579, 582). 

Or on the ground that the dominant pur
pose of t he income tax is "the taxation of 
income to those who eam or otherwise create 
the right to receive it and enjoy the benefit 
of it when paid" (Helvering v. Horst, 311 U. S . 
112, 119; Com'r v. Tcnoe1', 327 U. S . 280, 2.83). 

Such being my situation, it is likely that 
there are many ot hers similarly situated who, 
but for the existing tax rates, woUld be dis
posed to inveo5t their funds and direct their 
business activities in such a way as to con 
tribute toward the increased . production 
which the country's economic "Well-being so 
sorely needs. 

Do not stoJJ to reply t o t his letter . 
Yours truly. 

Of course, I have removed his name. 
I shall write to him, however, even 
though he does not ask me to do so. The 
last speaker was worrying much about 
this question of reducing expenditures 
and complaining about the ceiling that 
has been fixed. I am not going into that 
in great detail, but let me say that I hold 
in my hand print No. 2 of the Postwar 

' Economic Policy and Planning Commit 
tee, under House Resolution 60. There 
are some very eminent citizens on this 
committee, including Members of the 
House-. I certainly have great respect 
for all of them: Mr. Cooper, Mr. Walter , 
Mr. Zimmerman, Mr. Voorhis of Cali
fornia, Mr. Murdock, Mr. Lynch, Mr. 
O'Brien of Dlinois, Mr. Fogarty, Mr. 
Worley, Mr. Gilford, Mr. Reece e.f Ten
nessee, Mr. Welch, Mr. Wolverton, Mr. 
Hope of Kansas, Mr. Wolcott, Mr. Le
Fevre, and Mr. Simpson of Dlinois. 

Then, they had some of the very ablest 
economists, a large number of them: 
Mr. Marion B. Folsom, director of staff; 
Henry B. Arthur, economist; and A. D. 
H. Kaplan, econonlist. Mr. William Y. 
Elliott, Mr. Edwin B. George, Mr. Robin
son Newcomb, Mr. Theodore W. Schultz, 
Mr. Vergil D. Reed, Mr. C. A. Sienkie
wicz, Mr. Lloyd A. Metzler, Mr. Robert J. 
Landry, all consultants: 

I find in here some very interesting 
material where that committee recom
mends the retrenchment of expenditures 
down to $30,000,000,000, and payment 
on the public debt and the reduction of 
taxes. Now, that committee, I thought, 
was worthy of following. I studied 
these reports from end to end because 
of the high character of the men on here 
and the economists which they had, and 
I knew that there were no more able 
men in the House than these men, and 
that they were selected for their abil
ity and high character. 

Mr. WORLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. WORLEY. I believe. if the gen
tleman wiil read that report. carefully, 
he will find that the committee recom
mended that the budget be balanced be
fore any tax reduction was made. 

Ml·. REED of New York. I do not have 
the time to read it here on the floor for 
the RECORD but I will ask unanimous 
consent when we are in th,e House, as. 

pa11i of my remarks, to insert the mate
rial to which I have referred. 

Be it enacted, etc., that this act may be 
cited as the "Individual Income Tax Reduc
t ion Act of 1947." 
SEc. 2. Reduction in Normal Tax and Surtax 

on Individuals. 
(a) Reducti(m in normal tax on individ

uals: Section 11 of the Internal Revenue Code 
(relating to the normal tax on individuals) 
is hereby amended by striking out "5 percent" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "24. percent", 
and by adding at the end of such section a· 
new sentence to read as follows: .. If aggre
gate of tentative normal tax and tentative 
surtax is not more than $279.17, see section 
12 (i), and if more than $250,000,. see section 
12 (g)." . 

(b) Reduction in surtax on individuals: 
Section 12 (b) of the Internal Revenue Code · 
(relating to the rate of sm·tax on individ
uals) is hereby amended by striking out "5 
percent" and inserting in lieu thereof "24 
percent." 

Section 2 <a>, (b) , Internal Revenue 
Code 11; Internal Revenue Code 12 <b): 
The Revenue- Act of 1945 granted a 
5-percent reduction. The further reduc
tion of 20 percent granted by the bill, 
applied to the tax now in effect, makes 
the aggregate deduction 24 percent. 
Five percent plus 2(} percent multiplied 
by 95 percent equals 24 percent. 

(c) Tentative tax more than $250,000: Sec
tion 12 (g) of the Internal Revenue Code 
(relating to tax on large incomes } is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

"(g) Tentative tax more than $250,000: If 
the aggregate of the tentative normal tax un
der section 11 and the tentative surtax un
der subsection (b) of this section is more 
than $250,000, the combined normal tax and 
surtax shall not be less t han suCh aggregate 
reduced by the sum of ( 1) 24 percent of the 
first $250,000 thereof plus (2) 15 percent of 
t he amount thereof in excess of $250,000. but 
in no event shall the combined normal tax 
and surtax exceed 76~ percent ·of the net 
income of the t axpayer for the taxable year. 
In ~e application of this subsection, the 
combined normal tax and surtax shall be 
computed Without regard to. the credits pro
vided in sections 31, 32., and 3~." 

Section 2 (c), Internal R:?venue Code 
12 (g): Two hundred and fifty thousand 
dollars is the existillg tax on a net in
come (after credits) of $302,395.61. The 
15 percent reduction includes the 5 per
cent reduction granted under the Reve
nue Act of 1945 and the 1Q.526 percent 
reduction under- the bill. Five percent 
plus 10.526 percent multiplied by 95 per
cent equals 15 percent. 

Tile lower percentage of reduction al
lowed where the tax is $250,000 or more 
prevents the tax burden under the bill 
from falling below what it was in the 
prewar period 1936-39. 

The existing tax burden is limited to 
85 % percent of the net income. The bill 
reduces this limit to 76% percent. This 
76 % percent is arrived at by reducing the 
existing 85%. percent by the same per
centage thereof-10.526 percent plus-as 
is applied in reduction of the existing 
tax in these high income brackets-$302,-
395.61 mid above. 

The credits provided in sections 31, 32, 
and 35 of the Internal Revenue Code are, 
respectively, for: Foreign · taxes; taxes 
withheld at the source-on tax-free cov-

enant bond interest and on payments to 
nonresident aliens; and taxes withheld at 
the source on wages. 

(d) Tentative tax not more than $279.17: 
Section 12 of the Internal Revenue Code is 
hereby amended by adding at the end there
of a new sub~ection to read as follows: 

': (i) Tentative tax not more than $279.17: 
"(1) Ii the aggregate of the tentative nor

mal tax under section 11 and the tentative 
surtax under subsection (b) of this section 
is not more than $200, the combined normal 
tax and surtax shan not be greater than such 
aggregate reduced by 33 Y,z percent thereof. 

•• (2.) Ii the aggregate of the tentative nor
m.al tax unde1· section 11 and the tentative 
surtax under subsection (b) of this section 
is more than $200 but not more than $279.17, 
the combined normal tax and the surtax shall 
not be greater than such aggregate reduced 
by $67. 

"(3) In tne application of this subsection, 
the combined normal tax and surtax shall be 
computed without regard to the credits pro
vided in sections 31 , 32, and :?5." 

Sectio!l 2 <d>, Internal R~venue Code 
12 (i) : Thirty-three and one-third per
cent is the sum of 5 percent-the re
duction already in effect-and 28% per
cent--the 30-percent reduction under 
the bill applied to the existing bas.is of 95 
percent. 

Two hundred dollars is the tax on a 
net income of $1,000-after credits-be
fore either the previous 5 percent reduc
tion or the reduction under the bill. 

Two hundred seventy-nine dollars and 
seventeen cents is the amount of which 
24 percent is $67. This $67 is 33¥3 per
cent of $200-the tax on $1,000 before 
any reduction. 

A reduction of 24 percent based on 
$279.17 amounts to $67. Since $279.17 is 
the tax-before any reduction-on 
$1,395.85, the effect of Internal Revenue 
Code 12 (i) (2), proposed to be added 
by section 2 (d) of the bill, is to give a 
net income of that amount the same re
duction as a net of $1,000. Otherwise, 
the reduction for net incomes between 
$1,000 and $1,3S5.85-the exact figure is 
$1,395.83 %-would be less than the re
duction for net income of $1,000. 

(e) Taxable years to which applicable: 
The amendments made by this section shall 
be applicable to taxable years beginning after 
December 31 , 1946. For treatment of taxable 
years beginning in 1946 and ending in 1947, 
see sect ion 6. 

Section 2 Ce) : The effect of this sub
section and of section 6 is to make the 
reductions under the bill effective Janu
ary 1, 1947. If that date falls within 
a taxable year-it would rarely do so 
because there are only a very few indi
viduals on a fiscal-year basis-the tax 
under the bill is the sum of proportion
ate parts of tax under existing law and 
the tax under the bilL The apportion
ment is on the basis of the number of 
days of the taxable year which are gov
erned by the old law and the number 
which will be governed by the new. 
SE·c. 3. Individuals With Adjusted Gross In-

comes of Less Than ~.ooo. 
(a) In general: The tax table in section 

400 of the Internal Revenue Code (relating 
to optional tax on individuals with adjusted 
gross incomes of less than $5 ,000) is hereby 
amended to read as follows : 
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"Individuals with adjusted gross income of less than $5,000-

If adjusted gross And the number of exemptions is-
If adjusted gross And the number of exemptions is-

income is- income is-

1 I 2 I 8 I 4 
But less At least than 

The tax shall be-

---
$0 $550 $0 $0 $0 $0 

550 575 1 0 0 0 
575 600 4 0 0 0 
600 625 7 0 0 0 
625 650 10 0 0 0 
650 675 13 0 0 0 
675 700 - 16 0 0 0 
700 725 19 0 0 · 0 
725 750 22 0 0 0 
750 775 25 0 0 0 
775 800 28 0 0 0 
800 825 31 0 0 0 
825 850 34 0 0 . 0 
850 875 37 0 0 0 
875 900 40 0 0 0 
900 925 43 0 0 0 
925 950 46 0 0 0 
950 975 49 0 0 0 
975 1, 000 52 0 0 0 

1, 000 1, 025 - 55 0 0 0 
1, 025 1, 050 58 0 0 0 
1, 050 1, 075 61 0 0 0 
1, 075 1,100 64 0 0 0 
1,100 1, 125 67 0 0 0 
1,125 1,150 70 3 0 0 
1, 150 1,175 73 6 0 0 
1,175 1, 200 76 9 0 0 
1, 200 1, 225 79 12 0 0 
1, 225 1, 250, 82 15 0 0 
1, 250 1, 275 85 18 0 0 
1, 275 1,300 88 21 0 0 
1,300 1, 325 91 24 0 0 
1, 325 1, 350 94 27 0 0 
1, 350 1, 375 97 30 0 0 
1, 375 1, 400 100 33 0 0 

103 36 0 0 1, 400 1, 425 
1, 425 1, 450 106 39 0 . 0 
1, 450 1, 475 109 42 0 
1, 475 1, 500 112 45 0 
1, 500 1, 525 115 48 0 
1, 525 1, 550 118 51 0 
1, 550 1, 575 121 54 0 
1, 575 1, 600 124 57 0 
1, 600 1, 625 127 60 0 
1, 625 1, 650 130 63 0 
1, 650 1, 675 133 66 0 
1. 675 l, 700 137 69 2 
1, 700 1, 725 141 72 5 
1, 725 1, 750 146 75 8 
1, 750 1, 775 150 78 11 
1, 775 1, 800 155 81 14 
1, 800 1, 825 159 84 17 
1, 825 1, 850 164 87 20 
1, 850 1, 875 168 90 23 
1, 875 1, 900 173 93 26 
1, 900 1, 925 177 96 29 
1, 925 1, 950 182 99 32 
1, 950 1, 975 186 102 35 
1, 975 2,000 191 105 38 
2,000 2, 025 195 108 41 
2,025 2,050 200 111 44 
2,050 2,075 204 114 47 
2, 075 2,100 209 117 50 
2,100 2, 125 213 120 53 
2, 125 2,150 216 123 56 
2,150 2,175 220 126 59 
2,175 2, 200 223 129 62 
2, 200 2, 225 227 132 65 
2, 225 2, 250 230 136 68 
2, 250 2, 275 234 140 71 

(b) Taxable years to which applicable: The 
amendment made by this section shall be ap
plicable with respect to taxable years begin
ning after December 31, 1946. For treatment 
of taxable years beginning in 1946 and end
ing in 1947, see 'Section 6. 

Section 3: Adjusted gross income is 
gross income minus business deductions 
and losses from the sale or exchange of 
property. 

Section 400 of the Code contains a table 
which sets forth the tax payable on speci
fied adjusted gross incomes of less than 
$5,000. The number of adjusted gross
income brackets so specified is 139. Be
low $3,000 the range in each bracket is 
$25; for $3,000 and above, the range is $50. 

The amounts of tax shown in the table 
have been computed on the basis of the 
stQ.ndard deduction-10 percent-of the 

0 
0 
0 
o-
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
5 

I 
5 or 1 I 2 I 3 

more But less At least than 

$0 $2, 275 $2,300 $237 $145 $74 
0 2,300 2, 325 240 149 77 
0 2,325 2,~50 244 154 80 
0 2, 350 2,375 247 158 83 
0 2,375 2,400 251 163 86 
0 2,400 2,425 254 167 89 
0 2, 425 2, 450 257 172 92 
0 2,450 2, 475 261 176 95 
0 2, 475 2,500 264 181 98 
0 2, 500 2,525 268 185 101 
0 2, 525 2, 550 271 190 104 
0 2, 550 2, 575 275 194 107 
0 2, 575 2,600 278 199 110 
0 2,600 2,625 281 203 113 
0 2, 625 2,650 285 208 116 
0 2,650 2,675 288 212 119 
0 2,675 2, 700 292 216 122 
0 2, 700 2, 725 295 219 125 
0 2, 725 2, 750 298 222 128 
0 2, 750 2, 775 302 226 131 
0 2, 775 2,800 305 229 135 
0 2,800 2,825 309 233 139 
0 2, 825 2,850 313 236 144 
0 2,850 2, 875 317 240 148 
0 2,875 2,900 321 243 153 
0 2, 900 2,925 324 246 157 
0 2,925 2,950 328 250 162 
0 2, 950 2,975 332 253 166 
0 2,975 3,000 336 257 171 
0 3, 000 3,050 341 262 178 
0 3,050 3,100 349 269 187 
0 3,100 3,150 356 276 196 
0 3,150 3,200 364 282 2.05 
0 3, 200 3, 250 371 289 213 
0 3, 250 3,300 379 296 220 
0 3,300 3,350 386 303 227 
0 3,350 3, 400 394 310 234 
0 3,400 3, 450 401 318 241 
0 3, 450 3, 500 409 325 247 
0 3, 500 3, 550 416 333 254 
0 3, 550 3~00 424 340 261 
0 3, 600 3, 650 431 348 268 
0 3, 650 3, 700 439 355 275 
0 3, 700 3, 750 447 363 282 
0 3, 750 3, 800 454 370 288 
0 3,800 3,850 462 378 295 
0 3, 850 3,1)00 '469 386 302 
0 3, 900 3, 950 477 393 309 
0 3, 950 4,000 484 401 317 
0 4,000 4,050 492 408 324 
0 4, 050 4,100 499 416 332 
0 4,100 4,150 507 423 340 
0 4,150 4, 200 514 431 347 
0 4, 200 4,250 522 438 355 
0 4, 250 4,300 529 446 362 
0 4, 300 4,350 537 453 370 
0 4, 350 4,400 544 461 377 
0 4,460 4,450 552 468 385 
0 4,450 4,500 559 476 392 
0 4, 500 4, 550 567 483 400 
0 4, 550 4,600 574 491 407 
0 4,600 4,650 582 498 415 
0 4, 650 4, 700 589 506 422 
0 4, 700 4, 750 597 513 430 
0 4, 750 4,800 605 521 437 
0 4, 800 4,850 612 528 445 
0 4, 850 4,900 620 536 452 
0 4,900 4, 950 627 544 460 
0 4,950 5,000 635 551 467 
0 ---------- ---------- --------- ......................... --.:-------

mean adjusted gross income in the brack
et. The table obviates the need for item
izing deductions-that is to say, it pro
vides a short form of return for the 
taxpayer. Its use is optional with the 
taxpayer. 

The new table is to be effective Jan
uary 1, 1947, and the same provision is 
made for fiscal-year taxpayers using the 
short form of return as for those who 
compute their tax on the basis of item
ized deductions. 
SEC. 4. Additional Credit Against Net Income 

for Normal Tax and Surtax 
(a) Exemption for age: Section 25 {b) (1) 

of the Internal Revenue Code (relating to 
credits against net income for normal tax and 
surtax) is hereby amended by striking out 
the period at the end of subparagraph (C) 
and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and 

I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 
9 or 

more 

The tax shall be-

$8 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
11 0 0 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 0 t 0 
17 0 0 0 0 0 
20 0 0 0 0 0 
23 0 0 0 0 0 
26 0 0 0 0 0 
29 0 0 0 0 0 
32 0 0 0 0 0 
35 0 0 0 0 0 
38 0 0 0 0 0 
41 0 0 0 0 0 
44 0 0 0 0 0 
47 0 0 0 0 0 
50 0 0 - 0 0 0 
53 0 0 0 0 0 
56 0 0 0 0 0 
59 0 0 0 0 0 
62 0 0 0 0 0 
65. 0 0 0 0 0 
68 1 0 0 0 0 
71 4 Q 0 ~ 0 
74 7 0 0 g 77 10 0 0 0 
w 13 0 0 0 0 
fJ3 16 0 0 0 0 
36 19 0 0 0 0 
89 22 0 0 0 0 
92 25 0 0 0 0 
96 30 0 0 0 0 

102 36 . o· 0 0 0 
108 42 0 0 0 ' 0 
114 48 0 0 0 0 
120 54 0 0 0 0 
126 60 0 0 0 0 
132 66 0 0 0 0 
141 71 5 0 0 0 
150 17 11 0 0 0 
159 83 17 0 0 0 
168 89 23 0 0 0 
177 95 29 0 0 0 
186 101 35 0 0 0 
195 107 41 0 0 0 
204 113 47 0 0 0 
212 119 53 0 0 0 
219 125 59 0 0 0 
226 131 65 0 0 0 
233 140 71 4 0 0 
240 149 77 10 0 0 
247 158 83 16 0 0 
253 167 89 22 0 0 
260 176 95 28 0 0 
267 185 101 34 0 0 
274 194 107 40 0 0 
281 203 113 46 0 0 
288 212 119 52 0 0 
295 219 125 58 0 0 
301 225 131 64 0 0 
309 232 139 70 4 0 
316 239 148 76 10 0 
324 246 157 82 16 0 
331 253 166 88 22 0 
339 260 175 94 28 0 
346 266 184 100 34 0 
354 273 193 106 40 0 
361 280 202 112 46 0 
369 287 211 118 52 0 
376 294 218 124 58 0 
384 301 225 130 64 0" 

--------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ------~--

by adding after subparagraph (C) a new sub
paragraph, to read as follows: 

"(D) If the taxpayer has atle.ined the age 
of 65-

"(i) an additional exemption of $500; 
"(ii) in the case of a joint return by hus

band and wife under section 51, an exemp
tion, in lieu of the exemption provided in 
clause (i) of this subparagraph, of $500 for 
each spouse who has attained the age of 65, 
and whose gross income (computed without 
regard to section 22 ( o) ) for the taxable year 
is $500 or more; 

"(iii) for limitation on exclusion from 
gross income of retirement pay, etc., see sec
tion 22 (o) ." 

Section 4 (a), Internal Revenue Code 
25 (b) (1) (D): This provision allows a 
new credit against net income for normal 
tax and surtax purposes. This credit will 
be allowed only to individuals at least 65 
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years of age on the last day of their tax
able year. In the case of a joint return, 
the credit will be allowed to each spouse 
who is 65 years old or more and whose 
gross income-without regard to certain 
exclusions-is $500 or more. 

To prevent aggravation of the existing 
discrimination, for Federal income-tax 
purposes, in favor of certain pensions, 
annuities, retirement pay, old-age and 
survivors' benefits, and similar payments 
exclu~d from gross income, this neu ex
emption will offset such excluded pay
ments-with certain stated exceptions
to the extent of its amount, $500. 

(b) Determination of age: Section 25 (b) 
(2) of the Internal Revenue Code is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof a 
new sentence to read as follows : "For the 
purposes of paragraph (1) (D) the determina
tion of the age of an individual shall be m ade 
as of the last day of the taxable year." 

Section 4 (b), Internal Revenue Code 
25 (b) (2): Internal Revenue Code 25 
(b) (1) (D), referred to here, is the new 
provision for the additional $500 exemp
tion for individuals 65 years of age or 
over. 

(c) Limitation on exclusion from gross in
come of retirement pay, etc.: Section 22 of 
the Internal Revenue Code (relating to gross 
income) is hereby amended by adding at the 
end thereof a new subsection to read as 
follows: 

"(o) Retirement pay, etc., of individuals 
65 or over: If an individual entitled to the 
exemption provided in section 25 (b) (1) (D) 
(relating to individuals who have attained 
the age of 65) receives during the taxable 
year any amount (other- than a lump-sum 
benefit) as pension, annuity, retirement pay, 
old-age or survivors' benefit, or similar pay
ment, with respect to services rendered by 
him or another person, and the whole of t>uch 
amount would, but for this subsection, be 
excluded from gross income, then only the 
excess over $500 of the aggregate of such 
amounts shall be excluded from gross in
come, despite any provisions of this title 
or of any other law. This subsection shall 
not require the inclusion of any such amount 
as gross income unless the gross income, com
puted Without regard to this subsection, is 
$500 or more. This subsection shall not 
apply-

"(1) to amounts excluded from gross in
come under section 22 (b) (5); except that 
this subsection shall apply to amounts re
ceived as a pension, annuity, or similar al
lowance for personal injuries or sickness' re
sulting from active service in the armed forces 
of any country, unless such amounts are r.lso 
excluded from gross income by a provision 
of law other than section 22 (b) ( 5) ; or 

"(2) to amounts excluded from gross in
come under section 3 of the act ent it led 

'An act to safeguard the estates of veterans 
derived from payments of pension, compensa
tion, emergency ofilcers' retirement pay and 
insurance, and for other purposes,' approved 
August 12, 1935, as amended ru. S. C., 1940 
ed. , title 38, sec. 454a); or 

"(3) to amounts excluded from gross in
come under section 3 of the act entitled 
'An act to establish in the War Department 
an d in the Navy Department, respectively, 
a roll , designated as "the Army and Navy 
medal of honor roll ," and for other purposes,' 
approved April 27, 1916, as amended (U. S. C., 
1940 ed., title 38, sec. 393) ." 

Section 4 <c>, Internal Revenue Code 
22 (o): This provision requires that pen
sions, annuities, retirement pay, old-age 
or survivors' benefits, and similar pay
ments, now wholly excluded from gross 
income, be included in the gross income 
of an individual entitled to the new ex
emption of $500, to an amount not in 
excess of $500 in the aggregate. The 
effect of the provision is to offset the new 
exemption by the existing exclusion, the 
maximum offset to be $500. 

To prevent the inclusion of amounts 
now excluded from operating to require 
the filing of a return where none is now 
required, no such inclusion will be re
quired unless the gross income is other
wise $500 or more. 

But there are certain payments now 
excluded from gross income which will 
not be affected by the new limitation on 
excludibility. These payments are of 
three kinds: First, pensions, annuities, 
and similar allowances for disability in
curred in the active armed service of any 
country, unless such allowances are ex
cluded by some provision other than In
ternal Revenue Code 22 <b> (5); second, 
payments to or for the account of a ben
eficiary under any act relating to veter
ans--excluded by sectior. 3 of the act 
of August 12, 1935; and third, payments 
to persons on the Army and Navy medal 
of honor roll--excluded by section 3 of 
the act of April 27, 1916. 

(d) Technical amendment: section 22 (b) 
(5) of the Internal Revenue Code (relating 
to exclusion from gross income of compensa
tion for injuries or sickness) is hereby 
amended by striking out "and amounts" and 
inserting in lieu thereof: "and (except as 
provided in subsection ( o) in the case of 
individuals 65 or over) amounts." 

Section 4 (d) Internal Revenue Code 
22 (b) (5): This provision qualifies the 
exclusion of armed service disability pay
ments under Internal Revenue Code 22 
(b) (5) in accordance with the new sub
section <o>, added to Internal Revenue 
Code 22 by section 4 <c> of the bill. 

"Percentage method withholding table 

"Pay-roll period 

Weekly-···--__ .. _____ _ ... _______ ._ .. __ . __ __ .. __ . ____ _ . ___ . __ . ... ____ .. ___ . ____________ . __________ . ________ .. ____ ._ . _. 
Biweekly __ _ ._. ____ ... _. ___ ______ . ... ______________ . . ____ __ ____ .. ___ . ___________ . . ___ . _______ ... ___ _ ._ .... __ ...... __ .. 
Sernimon thly ___ .. _ .. __ _ . ____ .. ____ . ____ . ____ ____ . __ . __ . __ _ . .. __ ... . __ .... _ .. . __ . ... . ____ . _. __ ... __ . ........ ___ . .. ___ _ 
Monthly __ . ___ . _ .. ___ . _____________ . _________ __ ___ .. _____ __ . ___ . ______ . __ . __ . _______ __ . _____ .. _. __ _____________ ._ .. __ 
Quarterly ____ __ .. __________ _____ ._. ___ . . ___ ____ ____ . ___ ___ __ ________ .. ________ .. __ _____ ___ ... ___ . ___ .. ______ . . __ . __ _ _ 
SemiannuaL ________ . ____ . ______ ... _ .... __ . ______ . _________ ... _ ........ --- . ... ---. ------------.- ......... --.. . --.... -
AnnuaL .. ___ __ .. _________ ... __ .. ____ ____ . _______ ........ ---- .. -.. -.. ------- ---- ----------- --- - ---- -- -----------------Daily or miscellaneou s (per day of such period) ___ ______ ______________________________________________________ _______ _ 

Section 5 (a), Internal Revenue Code 
1622 (a), (b) (1) : This provision 
amends the existing percentage with
holding rates t o conform to the reduced 
t ax payab2e under the bill. 

NOTE.-The matter in line 19 and fol
lowing, on page 22 of the bill, should 
follow line 14. 

(b ) Wage bracket withholding : The t ables 
contained in section 1622 (c ) (1) of t h e In-

(e) Taxable years to which applicable: The 
amendments made by this section shall be 
applicable to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1946. For t reat ment of tax
able years beginning in 1946 and ending in 
1947, see sect ion 6. 

Section 4 (e): This provision makes 
the new exemption effective January 1; 
1947, and provides for its proration in the 
case of a taxable year beginn'ing in 1946 
and ending in 1947. 
SEc. 5. Reduction in Withholding of Tax at 

Source on Wages. 
(a) Percentage method: Section 1622 (a) 

and section 1622 (b) (1) of t he Internal 
_Revenue Code (relating to percentage method 
of withholding) are hereby amen ded to read 
as follows: 

" (a ) Requirement of withholding: Every 
employer m aking payment of wages shall <!e
duct and withhold upon such wages a tax 
equal to the sum of the following: 

"( 1) 12 percent of whichever of the follow
ing is t he lesser : 

"(A) the amount by which the wages ex
ceed the number of withholding exemptions 
claimed, multiplied by the amount of one 
such exemption as shown in the table in sub
section (b) (1); or 

" (B) the amount shown in- the second 
column in the table in subsection (b) (1); 

"(2) 18 percent of whichever of the follow-
ing is the lesser: • 

" (A) the amount by which the wages ex
ceed the sum of-

" (i) the number of withholding exemp
tions claimed, multiplied by the amount of 
one such exemption as shown in the table 1n 
subsection (b) (1); plus 

"(ii) the amount shown in the second col
umn in the table· in subsection (b) (1); or 

" (B) the amount shown in the third col
umn in the table in subsection (b) (1); 

"(3) 14 percent of whichever of the follow
ing is the lesser: 

"(A) the amount by which the wages ex
ceed the sum of-

"(i) the m mber of withholding exemp
t ions claimed, multiplied by the amount of 
one such exemption as shown in the table 
in subsection (b) (1); plus 

"(11) the sum of the amounts shown in 
the second and third columns in the table 
in subsection (b) (1); or 

"(B) the amount shown in the last column 
in the table in subsection (b) (1); 

" (4) 15 percen~ of the amount by which 
the wages exceed the sum of- · 

"(A) the number of withholding exemp
tions claimed, multiplied by the amount of 
one such exemption as shown in the table 
in subsection (b) (1); plus 

" (B) the sum of the amounts shown in 
the second, third, an.d last columns in the 
table in subse0tion (b) ( 1) . 

" (b) ( 1) The table referred to in subsec
tion (a) is as follows: 

Amow1t o! Maximum Maximum Maximum 
one with- amount amount amount 

holding ex· subject to subject to subject to 
emption 12 percent 18 percent 14 percent 

rate rate rate 

$11. 00 $21.00 $9.00 $13. 00 
22.00 43.00 17.00 25. 00 
23.00 46.00 19.00 28. 00 
46.00 93.00 36. 00 56.00 

139. 00 278.00 110.00 168.00 
278.00 556.00 219.00 336. 00 
556.00 1,111.00 440.00 671.00 

1.50 3.00 1.00 2.00" 

ternal Revenue Code (relating to wage 
bracket withholding) are h ereby amended 
to read as follows : 
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"If the pay-roll period with respect to an employee is weekly-

And the wages are- And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is-

0 
At least But less than 

$() ________________ $11 _______________ 12%of wages 
$11__ ______ _______ $12_______________ $1.40 
$12 _______________ $13_______________ 1. 50 
$13 _________ ______ $14_______________ 1. 60 
$14 _______________ $15_______________ 1. 70 
$15 _______________ $16_______________ 1. 90 
$16 _______________ $17______________ _ 2. 00 
$17 _______________ $18_______________ 2.10 
$18_______________ $19_______________ 2. 20 
$19_______________ $20----~---------- 2. 30 
$20 _______________ $21_______________ 2. 50 
$21__ _____________ $22_______________ 2. 60 
$22 ___ __ __________ $23_______________ 2. 80 
$23_______________ $24_______________ 2. 90 
$24_______________ $25_______________ 3.10 
$25 _______________ $26_______________ 3. 30 
$26_______________ $27-------------- - 3. 50 
$27--------------- $28_______________ 3. 70 
$28_______________ $29_______________ 3. 80 
$29 _______________ $30_ _____________ _ 4. 00 
$30 _______________ $31_______________ 4. 20 
$31_____________ __ $32_______________ 4. 30 
$32_______________ $33__ __________ ___ 4. 40 
$33 ______ _____ , ___ $34_______________ 4. 60 
$34_______________ $35_______________ 4. 70 
$35_______________ $36_______________ 4. 90 
$36____________ ___ $37--------------- 5. 00 
$37--------------- $38_______________ 5.10 
$38_______________ $39_______________ 5. 30 
$39 _______________ $40_______________ 5. 40 
$40_______________ $4L__ ___ _________ 5. 50 
!t4L-------------- $42--------------- 5. 70 
$42_ ___ ___________ $43_______________ 5. 80 
$43_ ______________ $44_______________ 6. 00 
$44_______________ $45_______________ 6.10 
$45_______________ $46_______________ 6. 30 
$46_______________ $47--------------- 6. 40 
$47-------- ------ - $48_______________ 6. 60 
$48_______________ $49__ _________ ____ 6. 70 
$49_______________ $50_______________ 6. 90 
$50__________ _____ $51_______________ 7. 00 
$51_______________ $52~- ------ ------- 7. 20 
$52_______________ $53_______________ 7. 30 
$53_______________ $54_______________ 7. 50 
$54_______________ $55_ _____________ _ 7. 60 
$55 _______________ $56___________ ____ 7. 80 
$56 _______________ $57_______________ 7. 90 
$57 _____________ __ $58--------------- 8.10 
$58_______________ $59_______ _______ _ .8. 20 
$59_______________ $60_______________ 8. 40 
$60_______________ $62_______________ 8. 60 
$62_______________ $64_______________ 8. 90 
$64_______________ $66_______________ 9. 20 
$66_______________ $68--------------- 9. 50 
$68_______________ $70_______________ 9. 80 
$70_______________ $72______________ _ 10.10 
$72 _______________ $74_______________ 10.40 
$74 _______________ $76_______________ 10. 70 
$76_______________ $78 ___ ------------ 11.00 
$78_______________ $80----~---------- 11.30 
$80_______________ $82______________ _ 11.60 
$82____ ___________ $84_______________ 11.90 
$84____________ ___ $86_______________ 12.20 
$86_______________ $88 _____ _._________ 12.50 
$88 _______________ $90_______ ________ 12.80 
$90_______________ $92_______________ 13.10 
$92_____________ __ $94__ _____________ 13. 40 
$94_ ______________ $96_ _________ _____ 13. 70 
$96_______________ $98_______________ 14.00 
$98_______________ $100__ ____________ 14. 30 
$100______________ $105__ _______ _____ 14.80 
$105______________ $110______________ 15.60 
$110______________ $115______________ 16. 30 
$115_ _____________ $120______________ 17. 10 
$120_____________ _ $125______________ 17.80 
$125______________ $130______________ 18.60 
$130______________ $135______________ 19.30 
$135______________ $140______________ 20. to 
$140 _________ : ____ $145______________ 20. 90 
$145______________ $150______________ 21.60 
$150______________ $160______________ 22. 70 
$160______________ $170______________ 24. 20 
$170_ _______ ______ $180______________ 25. 70 
$180______________ $190______________ 27. 30 
$190______________ $200______________ 28. 80 

*200 and over_----------------------- 29.50 1 

$0 
.10 
.20 
.30 
.50 
.60 
• 70 
.80 
.90 

1.10 
1. 20 
1. 30 
1.40 
1. 50 
1. 70 
1.80 
1. 90 
2.00 
2.10 
2.30 
2.40 
2.50 
2.60 
2.80 
3.00 
3.20 
3.40 
3.50 
3. 70 
3.90 
4.10 
4.20 
4.40 
4.50 
4.00 
4.80 
4.90 
5.00 
5.20 
5.30 
5.40 
5.60 
5. 70 
5.90 
6.00 
6.20 
6. 30 
6.50 
6.60 
6.80 
7.00 
7. 30 
7.60 
7. 90 
8.20 
8. 50 
8.80 
9.10 
9.40 
9. 70 

10.00 
10.30 
10.150 
10.90 
11.20 
11.50 
11.80 
12.10 
12.40 
12.70 
13.20 
14.00 
14.70 
15.50 
16.20 
17.00 
17.70 
18.50 
19.30 
20.00 
21.10 
22.60 
24.10 
25.60 
27.10 

27.90 1 

2 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.10 
.30 
.40 
. 50 
. 60 
• 70 
. 90 

1. 00 
1.10 
1. 20 
1. 30 
1. 50 
1.60 
1. 70 
1.80 
1. 90 
2.10 
2.20 
2.30 
2.40 
2.50 
2. 70 
2.90 
3.10 
3. 20 
3.40 
3.60 
3.80 
4.00 
4.10 
4.30 
4.40 
4. 50 
4. 70 
4.80 
4.90 
5.10 
5. 20 
5.40 
5. 70 
6.00 
6.30 
6.60 
6. 90 
7.20 
7. 50 
7.80 
8.10 
8.40 
8. 70 
9.00 
9.30 
9. 60 
9. 90 

10.20 
10.50 
10.80 
11.10 
11.60 
12.40 
13.10 
13.90 
14.60 
15.40 
16.10 
16.90 
17.60 
18.40 
19.50 
21.00 
22.50 
24.00 
25.50 

26.30 1 

4 6 

The amount of tax to be withheld shall be-

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.10 
.20 
.30 
.40 
• 50 
• 70 
.80 
.90 

1.00 
1.10 
1.30 
1.40 
1.50 
1. 60 
1. 70 
1.80 
2.00 
2.10 
2.20 
2.30 
2.40 
2.60 
2.80 
2.90 
3.10 
3.30 
3. 50 
3. 70 
3. 90 
4. 20 
4. 50 
4.80 
5.10 
5.30 
5.60 
5. 90 
6.20 
6. 50 
6. 80 
7.10 
7.40 
7. 70 
8.00 
8. 30 
8.60 
8. 90 
9. 20 
9.50 

10.00 
10.80 
11.50 
12.30 
13.00 
13.80 
14.50 
15.30 
16.00 
16.80 
17.90 
19.40 
20.90 
22.40 
23.90 

24.70 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.10 
.20 
.30 
.50 
.60 
• 70 
.80 
.90 

1.00 
1. 20 
1.30 
1. 40 
1. 50 
1.60 
]. 80 
1. 90 
2.00 
2.20 
2.40 
2. 70 
3.10 
3.40 
3.80 
4.10 
4.40 
4. 70 
5. 00 
5.20 
5. 50 
5.80 
6.10 
6.40 
6. 70 
7.00 
7. 30 
7. 60 
7. 90 
8.40 
9. 20 
9.90 

10.70 
11.40 
12.20 
12.90 
13.70 
14.40 
15.20 
16.30 
17.80 
19.30 
20.80 
22.30 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.10 
.20 
.40 
.50 
.60 
• 70 
.90 

1.10 
1. 40 
1.60 
1. 90 
2.10 
2.30 
2.60 
3. 00 
3.30 
3. 70 
4.00 
4. 30 
4.60 
4.90 
5.10 
5.40 
5. 70 
6.00 
6. 30 
6.80 
7.50 
8. 30 
9.10 
9.80 

10.60 
11.30 
12.10 
12.80 
13.60 
14.70 
16.20 
17.70 
19.20 
20.70 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.10 
• 30 
.60 
.80 

1.10 
1. 30 
1. 50 
1.80 
2.00 
2.30 
2. 50 
2.80 
3. 20 
3.60 
3. 90 
4. 20 
4. 50 
4. 80 
5. 30 
5. 90 
6. 70 
7.40 
8. 20 
9.00 
9. 70 

10.50 
11.20 
12.00 
13.10 
14.60 
16.10 
17.60 
19.10 

15 percent of the excess over $200 plus 

23. 10 1 21. 50 1 19.90 1 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.30 
.50 
• 70 

1.00 
1.20 
1. 50 
1. 70 
1.90 
2. 20 
2.40 
2. 70 
3.10 
3. 70 
4.50 
5. 20 
5.80 
6.60 
7.30 
8.10 
8.80 
9.60 

10.40 
11.50 
13.00 
14.50 
16.00 
17.50 

18.30 1 

8 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.20 
• 40 
• 7D 
.90 

1.10 
1. 40 
1. 60 
2.00 
2. 70 
3. 60 
4.40 
5.10 
5. 70 
6. 50 
7. 20 
8.00 
8. 70 
9. 90 

11.40 
12. 90 
14.40 
15.90 

16.60 1 

2651 

110 or more 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 . 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.o 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
o . 
0 
0 
.10 
.30 
. 80 

1. 40 
2. 00 
2.60 
3.50 
4. 30 
5. 00 
5. 70 
6. 40 
7.10 
8.30 
9.80 

11.30 
12.80 
14.,;30 

15.00 1 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 o· 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.10 
• 70 

1. 30 
1.90 
2. 50 
3. 30 
4. 20 
4. 90 
5. 60 
6. 70 
8. 20 
9. 70 

11. 20 
12.70 

13.40 



2652 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
"If the pay-roll period with respect to an employee is biweekly-

And the wages are- And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is-

0 
At least But less than 

$()________________ $20 ______ _________ 12% of wages 
$20_______________ $22"--------- --- - - $2. 50 
$22_______________ $24____ __ ________ _ 2. 80 
$24______________ _ $26_ __________ ____ 3. 00 
$26___ ____________ $28__________ ___ __ 3. 20 
$28_____ __________ $30_________ ____ __ 3. 50 
$30_______________ $32__________ ___ __ 3. 70 
$32_______ ________ $34__________ ____ _ 4. 00 
$34_______________ $36_____ ___ _____ __ 4. 20 
$36_ ______________ $38___________ __ __ 4. 40 
$38------------- -- $4Q_____________ __ 4. 70 
$40 _______________ $42_________ ___ ___ 4. 90 
$42_______________ $44___________ ____ 5. 20 
$44_______________ $46__ ____________ _ 5. 50 
$46_______________ $48_______________ 5. 90 
$48_______________ $50____________ __ _ 6. 20 
-$50_______________ $52_____________ __ 6. 60 
$52______________ _ $54_________ __ ____ 7. 00 
$54_______________ $56_______________ 7. 30 
$56_______________ $58____________ ___ 7. 70 
$58_______________ $60_____________ __ 8. 00 
$60 ______________ : $62_______________ 8. 30 
$62 _______________ $64____________ ___ 8. 60 
$64_______________ $66_______________ 8. 90 
$66_______________ $68____________ ___ 9. 20 
$68_________ ______ $70________ ______ _ 9. 40 
$70 _______________ $72__________ __ __ _ 9. 70 
$72_______________ $74___ __________ __ 10.00 
$74 __________ _____ $76______ ___ _____ _ 10.30 
$76 _______________ $78______ ________ _ 10. 50 
$78 ___ ___ _________ $80___ __ _______ ___ 10.80 
$8Q __ ___ __________ $82______ __ ___ __ __ 11. 10 
$82_____ __________ $84__________ _____ 11.40 
$84__ ______ _______ $86____ ______ _____ 11.60 
$86 ____ __ _________ $88--------------- 11.90 
$88_______________ $90______ ______ ___ 12.20 
$90____ _____ ______ $92______ __ ______ _ 12. 50 
$92 ___ ____________ $94____ __ ________ _ 12. 80 
$94 ___ ____________ $96_____ _______ ___ 13.10 
$96_ -------------- $98_ -- -- ------- -- - 13. 40 $98 ____ ___________ $100__________ ____ 13.70 
$100 ______________ $102___ ______ _____ 14.00 
$102 ______________ $104____ ______ __ __ 14. 30 
$104 ___ ___________ $106__________ ____ 14.60 
$106 _____________ _ $108___ ________ ___ 14.90 
$108 ______________ $110___ ________ __ _ 15.20 
$110______________ $112______________ 15. 50 
$112______________ $114____________ __ 15.80 
$114______________ $116______________ 16.10 
$116___________ ___ $118__ __________ :_ 16.40 
$118 ______________ $120____ __ ________ 16.70 
$120 ______________ $124______________ 17.20 
$124 ______________ $128___ _______ ___ _ 17. 80 
$128 ______________ $132__________ ____ 18.40 
$132 ______________ $136__________ ___ _ 19.00 
$136 __________ ____ $140_ ________ ____ _ 19. 60 
$140______________ $144______________ 20. 20 
$144______________ $148____________ __ 20. 80 
$148______________ $152______________ 21.40 
$152 __ __ _______ ___ $156_____________ _ 22.00 
$156______________ $160_____________ _ 22.60 
$160______________ $164___ ________ ___ 23. 20 
$164______________ $168_________ ____ _ 23. 80 
$168______________ $172_____________ _ 24.40 
$172______________ $176______________ 25.00 
$176______________ $180 _____________ : 25.60 
$180______________ $184 _____ :________ 26. 20 
$184______________ $188_____________ _ 26.80 
$188______________ $192______________ Z"l. 40 
$192______________ $196______________ 28. 00 
$196~-- -- -- - . --- -- $200. - ----------- - 28. 60 
$00(} __ ________ . ____ $210------------- - 29.70 
$210----- · ____ . ____ $220------------ - 31.20 
$~---- - --------- $230------------ -- 32.70 
$230- ------------- $240-------------- 34.20 
$24Q ______________ $250---- - -- - --- -- - 35.70 
$250______________ $260---------- - - -- 37.20 
$26()__ ___ ___ ______ $270-------- -- -- - - 38. 70 
$270___ ___________ $280--- ------ - - --- 40.20 
$280 __ _______ ----- $290------------- - 41.70 
$29()______________ $300--- ----- --- -- - 43.20 
$30()__ ____________ $320_____________ _ 45. 50 
$320 ______________ $340___ ________ ___ 48. 50 
$340 __________ .,. ___ $360--- ----------- 51.50 
$360---- "--------- $380-------------- M. 50 
$380-------------- $400- -- - -------- -- 57. 50 

$4.00 and over __________ ______________ _ 
69.00 1 

$0 
0 
.20 
.40 
• 70 
.90 

1. 20 
1.40 
1. 60 
1. 90 
2.10 
2. 40 
2. 60 
2.80 
3.10 
3. 30 
3.50 
3.80 
4.00 
4. 30 
4. 50 
4. 70 
5.00 
6.30 
6.60 
6.00 
6.40 
6. 70 
7. 10 
7.40 
7. 80 
8. 20 
8.40 
8. 70 
9.00 
9. 30 
9. 50 
9.80 

10.10 
10.30 
10.60 
10.90 
11.20 
11.40 
11.70 
12.00 
12.30 
12.60 
12.90 
13.20 
13.50 
14. 00 
14.60 
15.20 
15.80 
16.40 
17.00 
17.60 
18.20 
18.80 
19.40 
20.00 
20.60 
21.20 
21.80 
22. 40 
23. 00 
23.60 
24.20 
24.80 
25. 40 
26.50 
28. 00 
29.50 
31.00 
32. 50 
34.00 
35.50 
37. 00 
38.50 
40.00 
42.30 
45.30 
48. 30 
61.30 
64.30 

lltl.80 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.30 
.50 
• 70 

1. 00 
1.20 
1.50 
1. 70 
1.90 
2.20 
2.40 
2. 70 
2.90 
3.10 
3.40 
3.60 
3. 90 
4.10 
4.30 
4. 60 
4. 80 
5. 10 
5.40 
5.80 
6. 10 
6. 50 
6.80 
7. 20 
7. 60 
7. 90 
8. 20 
8. 50 
8.80 
9.10 
9. 30 
9.60 
9. 90 

10. 20 
10. 40 
10.80 
11.40 
12.00 
12.60 
13.20 
13.80 
14.40 
15. 00 
15. 60 
16. 20 
16.80 
17.40 
18.00 
18.60 
J9. 20 
19.80 
20.40 
21.00 
21.60 
22. 20 
23.20 
24.80 
26.30 
27.80 
29. 30 
30. 80 
32.30 
33.80 
35.30 
36.80 
39.00 
42.10 
45.10 
48.10 
51.10 

8 6 

The amount of tax to be withheld shall be-

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.10 
.30 
.60 
.80 

1.10 
1.30 
1.50 
1. 80 
2.00 
2.30 
2. 50 
2. 70 
3. 00 
3. 20 
3. 50 
3. 70 
3. 90 
4. 20 
4. 40 
4. 70 
4.90 
5.10 
5. 50 
5.90 
6. 20 
6.60 
6.90 
7.30 
7. 80 
8.50 
9.00 
9.60 

10.10 
10.70 
11.20 
11. 80 
12.40 
13.00 
13. 60 
14.20 
14. 80 
15.40 
16.00 
16. 60 
17.20 
17.80 
18.40 
19.00 
20. 00 
21.50 
23. 00 
24.50 
26.00 
27.60 
29.10 
30.60 
32. 10 

.33. 60 
35.80 
'38. 80 
41.80 
44.90 
47.90 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
. 20 
.40 
• 70 
.90 

1.10 
1. 40 
1.60 i 

1. 90 
2. 10 
2.30 
2. 60 
2.80 
i.10 
3. 30 
3. 50 
3. 80 
4.00 
4.40 
4. 90 
5.40 
6. 20 
6. 90 
7.60 
8. 30 
8.80 
9.40 
9.90 

10.50 
11. 00 
11.60 
12. 20 
12.80 
13. 40 
14. 00 
14.60 
15. 20 
15.80 
16. 80 
18.30 
19.80 
.21. 30 
22.80 
24. 30 
25.80 
?:l. 30 
28.80 
30.40 
32.60 
35.60 
38.60 
41. 60 
44.70 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
o . 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
• 30 
.50 
. 70 

1.00 
1.20 
1. 50 
1.80 
2.30 
2.80 
3.30 
3. 70 
4.20 
4. 70 
5. 20 
5.90 
6.60 
7.40 
8.10 
8.60 
9.20 
9. 70 

10.30 
10.80 
11.40 
11.90 
12. 50 
13.60 
15. 10 
16.60 I 

18.10 
19.60 
21.10 
22. 60 
24.10 
25.60 
'%7.10 
29.40 
32. 40 
35.40 
38.40 
U.40 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

g 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.20 
. 70 

1. 20 
1. 70 
2.10 
2. 60 
3. 10 
3. 60 
4.00 
4.50 
li. OO 
5. 70 
6. 40 
7.10 
"1.80 
8.50 g_oo 
9. 50 

10.50 
11.90 
13.40 
14.90 
Hl.40 
17.90 
19. 40 
20. 90 
22. 40 
23.90 
26. 20 
29.20 
32. 20 
35.20 
38. 20 

15 percent of the excess over $400 plus 

t9. 40 46. 20 l 42. 90 39. 70 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

, 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1) 

.10 

.50 
1.00 
1. 50 
2. 00 
2. 40 
2. 90 
3. 40 
3.90 
4.40 
4.80 
5.40 
6.10 
7 . 40 
~.00 

10. 30 
11.70 
13.20 
14. 70 
16.20 
17.70 
19.20 
20.70 
23.00 
26.00 
29. 00 
32. 00 
35.00 

36.50 1 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
() 
() 
() 
() 
0 
() 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
() 
() 
() 
0 
0 
() 

0 
.40 
.1l0 

1.30 
1.80 
2. 30 
2.80 
3.20 
4.10 ' 
5.40 
7.20 
8.1l0 

10. 10 
11. 50 
13.00 
14.50 
16. 00 
17.50 
19.80 
22.1l0 
25.80 
28.1l0 
31.80 

MARCH 26 

g 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
{) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
'() 

·o 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
() 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.20 
• 70 

1.50 
2. 70 
3.90 
5.10 
6.90 
8.60 
9.90 

11.30 
12.80 
14.30 
16.50 
19.50 
22.60 
25.60 
28.60 

30.10 

,_10 or more 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
o· 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
o· 
0 
0 
() 

0 
() 

0 
0 
0 
0 · 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0· 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 · 
0 · 
0 
0 
0 
o-
o 
0· 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0· 
0 · 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

• 2ft 
1.40 
2.60 
3. 70 
4.90 
6. 70 
8.40 
9.80 

11.10 
13. 30 
16. 31! 
19.30 
22.40 
25.40 

26.90 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 2653 
"If the pay-roll period with respect to an employee is semimonthly-

And the wages are- And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is-

0 I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 ' I 6 I 7 I 8 I g 110 or more 

At least But less th~n 
The amount of tax to be withheld shall be-

-
$0_ --- ----------- -

$22 ______________ _ 12% of wages $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 !£0 !£0 $0 $0 
$22 _______________ $24 ______________ 

- $2.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$24 ______________ - $26 __ ------ ------ - 3.00 .20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$26 ____ - ---------- $28 ___ _____ __ __ ___ 3.20 .50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$28 _______________ $30 _______________ 3.50 • 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$30 ___ $32.-------------- 3. 70 .90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$32 _____ ========== $34 _______________ 4.00 1. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$34 •••• . ---------- $36 •. ------------- 4. 20 1.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~36. -------------- $38_ -------------- 4.40 1. 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
*38 _______ -------- $40_- ------------- 4. 70 1. 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ' 0 

$40 __ -------------
$42 _______________ 4.90 2.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$42 _________ ______ $44 ____________ --- 5.10 2.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$44_ --------------
$46 _______________ 5.40 2.60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

!1'45 _______ ________ 
$48.-------------- 5. 70 2.90 .10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$4.--------------- $50 _______________ 6.00 3.10 .30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~·50_--------------
$52. ______________ 6.40 3.30 .60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

:i'52 ____ ____ _ ------ $5L ______________ 6. 70 3.60 .80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~54 •• -------------
$ii6 _______________ 7.10 3.80 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

!1'5G ... --------- --- $58 __ --- --------- - 7.50 4.10 1. 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

:1!58 .•• ------------ $60.-------------- 7.80 4.30 1. 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 · 0 
S'60. ___ ----- -- ____ $62 _______ ________ 8.20 4.50 1. 80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$62 _______ ________ 

$64 __ ------------- 8. 50 4.80 2.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
!£M ___ ___ _________ 

$66.-------------- 8.90 5.00 2.20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$66 __ _: ______ ------ $68 ___________ ____ 

9. 20 5. 20 2.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$fl8 _______________ $70 _______________ 9.40 5.50 2. 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S.70 ______ --------- $72 •• ------------- 9. 70 5.80 3.00 .20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5>72. -------------- $74.-------------- 10.00 6. 20 3. 20 .40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~74. --------------
$76 _______________ 10.30 6. 50 3.40 . 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5>7()_------ -------- $78.-------------- 10.50 6.90 3. 70 .90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$78 __ -------------
$80 _______________ 10.80 7.3Q 3.90 1.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$80 ________ _______ $82 _______________ 11.10 7.60 4. 20 1.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~82. --------------
$84 _______________ 

11.40 8.00 4.40 1.60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

584 ... ---~-------- $86 _____ ---------- 11.60 8.30 4.60 1. 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$86 _______________ $88 _______________ 11.90 8. 70 4.90 2.10 0 () 0 0 0 0 0 
$88 _______________ $90 _______________ 12.20 9.00 5.1Q 2.30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$90 ___ ------------ $92 ______ - -------- 12.40 9.30 5.40 2.60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$92.-------------- $94.-------------- 12.70 9.60 5.60 2.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$94.----- ---- - ---- $96.-------------- 13.00 9.80 6.00 3.10 .30 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$1J(i_----- - ----- -·- $98 _____ -------- -- 13.30 10.10 6.30 3.30 .50 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~.98. __________ ---- $1()() ___ ___________ 13.60 10.40 6. 70 3.50 .80 0 0 0 0 0 0 uoo ______ __ ______ $102.------------- 13.90 10.70 7.10 3.80 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* 102_-- ----------- $104-------------- 14.20 10.90 7.40 4.00 1. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 
H04 ______________ 

$106_ ------------- 14.50 11.20 7.80 4.30 1. 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$106_ ------------- $108 __ ------------ 14.80 11.50 8.10 4.50 1. 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$108 __ --- --------- $110 •••••• -- ------ 15.10 11.70 8,.50 4. 70 2.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$110.------------- $112 •• ------------ 15.40 12.00 8.90 5.00 2. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$112.-------------
$114 __ ____________ 15.70 12.30 9.10 5.20 2.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 

U14 __ __ __________ $116 ______________ 16.00 12.60 9.40 5.50 2. 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$116 ___ -----------
$118 ______________ 16.30 12.90 ' 9. 70 5.80 2. 90 .20 0 ·o 0 0 0 

$118 ______________ $120.------------- 16.60 13.20 9.90 6.10 3. 20 .40 0 0 0 0 0 

$120 ••• ----------- $124_ ------------- 17.10 13.60 10.40 6. 70 3. 50 . 70 0 0 0 0 0 

$124 __ - ----- ------ $128_- ------------ 17.70 14.20 10.90 7.40 4.00 1. 20 0 0 0 0 0 

$128 ____ ---------- $132 •• ----------- - 18.30 14.80 ll.50 8.10 4.50 1. 70 0 0 0 0 0 

$132_ ------------- $136.------------- 18.90 15:40 12.00 8.80 5.00 2.20 0 0 0 0 0 

$13()_-- ----- ------ $140 _____ --- -~---- 19.50 16.00 12.50 9.~0 5.40 2. 70 0 0 0 0 0 
$140 ______________ $144 ______________ 20.10 16.60 13.10 9.90 6.10 3.10· .40 0 0 0 0 
*144 ______________ 

$148 __ ------------ 20.70 17.20 13.70 10.50 6.80 3.60 .90 0 0 0 0 

$148 ___ --- -------- $152 _________ ----- 21.30 17.80 14.30 11.00 !7.50 4.10 1.30 0 0 0 0 

$152_ -------------
$156 __________ - --- 21.90 18.40 14.90 11.60 8.30 4.60 1.80 0 0 0 

I· 0 

$156.------------- $160 _________ ----- 22.50 19.00 15.50 12.10 8.90 5.10 2.30 0 0 0 0 

$160.--- --- ------- $164 __ ------------ 23.10 19.60 16.10 12.70 9. 50 5.50 2.80 0 0 0 0 

$164.-------------
$168 ____________ __ 23.70 20.20 16.70 13.30 10. ()() 6.30 3.20 .50 0 0 0 

$168.-------------
$172 ______________ 24.30 20.80 17. 3Q 13.90 10.60 7.00 3. 70 1.00 0 0 0 

$172 ____ ---------- $176 ______________ 24.90. 21.40 17.90 14.50 11.10 7. 70 4. 20 1.40 0 0 0 
$176 ________ ------ $180 •• ------ -- ---- 25.50 22.00 18.60 15.10 11.70 8.40 4. 70 1.90 0 0 0 

$180.------- ------ $184.------------- 26.10 22.60 19.20 15.70 12.20 9.10 5.20 2.40 0 0 0 

$184.------------- $188 ____ ---------- 26.70 23.20 19.80 16.30 12.80 9.60 5. 70 2.90 .10 0 0 

~188 ___ -- _:_- ----- $192 •• ----------- - 'Zl. 30 23.80 20.~0 16.90 13.40 10.20 6.40 3.30 .60 0 0 

~.192.------ ------- $196 ________ ------ 'Zl.90 24.40 21. ()() 17.50 14.00 10.70 7.10 3.80 1.10 0 0 
: 196 ______________ 

$200 •• ----------- - 28.50 25.00 21.60 18.10 14.60 11.30 7.80 4; 30 1. 50 0 0 
5200 ______________ 

$210 •• ------------ 29.60 26.10 22.60 19.10 15.60 12.20 9.00 5.10 2. 40 0 0 

!\>210 •• - ----------- $220 ___ ----------- 31.10 27.60 24.10 20.60 17.20 13.70 10.40 6. 70 3.60 .80 0 
?, 220 ______________ 

$230.------------- 32.60 29.10 25.60 22.10 18.70 15.20 11.80 8. 50 4.80 2.00 0 

&230 •• ------------ $240.------------- 34.10 30.60 27.10 23.60 20.20 16.70 13.20 10. ()() 6. 20 3.20 0 

$240.------- ------
$25() ______________ 35.()0 32.10 28.60 25.10 21.70 18.20 14.70 11.30 8.00 4.40 1. 60 

:F250 ____ -- ____ _. ___ $21l0 ______ - ------- 37.10 33.60 30.10 26.70 23.20 19.70 16.20 12.70 9. 60 5.60 2.80 

5260_ ---- --------- $270 ________ - ----- 38.60 35.10 31.60 28.20 24.70 21.20 17.70 14.20 10.90 7. 40 4.00 

So270 ___ -----------
$280 ______________ 40.10 36.60 33.10 29.70 26.20 22.70 19.20 15.70 12.30 9.10 5. 20 

~280 __ ------------ $290 _____ --------- 41.60 38.10 34.60 31.20 27.70 24.20 20.70 17.20 13.70 10.50 6.80 
$290 ____ ____ __ ____ $300 ______________ 43.10 39.60 36.20 32.70 29. 20 25.70 22.20 18.70 15.30 11.90 8.60 

$300 ______ --------
$320 _____________ _ 45.40 41.90 38. 41) 34.90 3L40 28.00 24.50 21.00 17. 50 }Ill,()() 10.70 

$320 __ __ ----- -----
$340 ______________ 48.40 44.90 41.40 37.90 34.50 31. ()() 27.50 24.00 20.50 17.00 13.60 

$340 __ - -------- --- $360 ______ --- ----- 51.40 47.QO 44.40 40.90 37.50 34.00· 30.50 27.00 23.50 20.00 16.60 
~360 ______________ $380 _________ ___ __ 54.40 50.90 47. 40 44.00 40.50 37.00 33.50 30.00 26.50 23.10 19.60 

$.'380_- ------------
$400 __ __________ __ 57.40 53.90 50.40 47.00 43.50 40.00 36.50 33.00 29.50 26.10 22.60 

~400_ -------------
$420 _____________ _ 60.40 56.90 53.50 50.00 46.50 43.00 39.50 36.00 32.60 29.10 25. 6() 

$420 ___ ----------- $440 _____ -------- - 63.40 60.00 56.50 53.00 49. 50 46.00 42.50 39.10 35.60 32.10 28.60 
$440 ____ _____ _____ $4r.O ______________ 66.40 63.00 59.50 56.00 52.50 49.00 45.50 42.10 38.60 35.10 31.60 
HCJ() ______________ $480 ______________ 69.50 66.00 62.50 59.00 55.50 52.00 48.60 45.10 41.60 38.10 34.60 
$480 _________ ----- $5()() _____ -------- - 72.50 69.00 65.50 62.00 58.50 55.00 51.60 48.10 44.60 41. 10 37.60 

15 percent o! the excess over $500 plus 

l5UO and over- ------·----------- ______ 74. oo 1 70.50 1 67. oo 1 63.50 l 60.00 1 56.60 1 53.10 1 49.60 1 46. 10 1 42.6~~-~ 
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"If the pay-roll" period tcith respect to an employee~ monthly-

And the wages are- And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is-

But tess than 
0 110 or more 

.At least 
2 8 9 

The amount of ta..'< to be withheld shall be-

-----------------------1-------.---~--~------~------~-------~------.-------.-------.-------~-------.-------
$0 ___ ___________ __ $44 _____ _____ _____ 12%ofwages 

~«--------------- $48_______________ $5.50 
$4!L •••• ~ ···---·-- $52............... 6. 00 $52 _______________ $56_______________ 6. 50 
$56_______________ $00............... 6. 90 
$60 _______________ $64_______________ 7. 40 
$64 _______________ $68_______________ 7. 90 
8"68. ____ ___ _______ $72_______________ 8. 40 
$72 ____ ____ _______ $76............... . 8. 90 
$76 ••••••••••••••• $80............... 9. 30 
$80 ___ __ __________ $84_______________ 9. 80 
$84 ______________ $88_______________ 10.30 
:j-88 _______________ $92_______________ 10.80 

92 _______________ $96_______________ 11.30 
. 96 _______________ $100______________ 12.10 
:WJO. --· ---- - ----- $1tJ4______________ 12. 80 
$104 _____ __ _______ $108______________ 13.50 
$108 •• ____________ $112._____________ 14.20 
112 ••.. ---------- $116______________ 14.90 

~116.. •. ______ _. ___ $120·--------~ ---- 15. 70 
Sl20 •••• __________ $124______________ 16.40 
~124 _____________ _ $128...___________ 17.10 
~ 128 •• ____________ $132______________ 17.80 
Sl32______________ $136______________ 18.30 
~136 __ ____________ $140___________ ___ 18.90 
3140 ______________ $144______________ 19. 40 
U«----- --------- $148_____________ _ 20.00 
$148______________ $11)2______________ 20. 50 
Sl52 ______________ $156______________ 21. 10 
$156 ______________ $160-- -- ---~------ 21.60 
U60 •• _______ _____ $164._____________ 22.20 
H64. _____________ $168__________ ____ 22.70 
U68 ______________ $172______________ 23.30 
H72 ______ ___ _____ $176___ ___________ 23. 80 
Sl76__ ___ ________ _ $180______________ 24. 40 
H80 ___ ___ ________ $184..____________ 24.90 
H84 ______________ $18 -------- ~----- 2,5. 50 
H88. _____________ $1!}2__ ____ _____ ___ 26.10 
H!l2_________ __ __ _ uoo______________ 26. 70 

U96 ••• . ---------- ~200-------------- 27.30 
~200-------------- $204______________ 21. oo· 
~2()4 ______________ $20 -------------- 28.50 
~:m ______________ $212__ __ _____ ___ __ 29.10 
$212.. ____________ $216..____________ 29.70 
~216_ _____________ $220______________ 30.30 
~22() ___ ____ ___ ____ $224______________ 30.90 
~224 ______________ $228___________ ___ 31.50 
5;228 ______________ $232·----~--- ----- 32.10 
5>232 •• ____ ______ _._ $236___________ ___ 32. 70, 
$236 ______________ $240______________ 33.30 
~240 ___ _____ ______ $248_____________ _ 34.20 
~-248 ______________ $256______________ 35.40 
~;256 ______________ $2()4.______________ 36.60 
~:264 ______________ $272...____________ 37.80 
~272-------------~ $280______________ 39.00 
$28() _________ ___ __ $288______________ 40.20 
$288 __ __ _____ __ ___ $296 ___ ______ _ ~--- 41 . 40 
$296 ____ __ ________ $304_________ ___ __ 42.60 
$304 ______________ $312_______ _______ 43.80 
$:312 ______________ $32()___ ______ ___ __ 45.00 
$32() ______________ $328____________ __ 46.20 
$328 ______________ $33(i____________ __ 47. 4.0 
$,136______________ $344______________ 48. 60 
$344 ______________ $352______________ 49.80 
$.352 ___________ ~-- $360__________ __ __ 51.00 
$360 ______________ $368_____________ _ 52.20 
$368 ______________ $376__________ __ __ 53.40 
$376 ______________ $384____ __________ 54.60 
$384 ______________ $392______________ 55.90 
$392 ______________ $400______________ 57.10 
$400 ______________ $420.~------------ 59.20 
$420. _____________ $440______________ 62.20 
$440 ______________ $460._____________ 65.20 
$460 ______________ $480._____________ 68.20 ,480______________ $500______________ 71. 20 
$50()______________ $520______________ 74.20 
$520______________ $540.............. 77.20 
$540.............. $560______________ 80. 20 
$560______________ $580 ••• :__________ 83. 20 
$.')80 ____________ - $600______________ 86.20 
$600______________ $640______________ 90.80 $640______________ $680______________ 96.80 
$68(1______________ $720______________ 102.80 
$720______________ $760______________ 108.80 
$71i1L............ $800............ .. 114. 80 $80(1______________ $840._____________ 120. 90 
$84() ______________ $880______________ 126.90 
$88() ______________ $920______________ 132. 90 
$920 ______________ $96()______________ 138.90 
$960 ______________ $l,OOQ ____ ________ 144.90 

$0 
0 
.40 
. 90 

1. 40 
1.90 
2.40 
2.80 
3.30 
3.80 
4.30 
4.~0 
5. 20 
5. 70 
6. 20 
0. 70 
7.10 
7. GO 
8.10 
8.60 
9.10 
9. 50 

10.00 
10.50 
11.00 
11.60 
12.40 
13.10 
13.80 
14.50 
15.20 
16.00 
16.70 
17- 40 
18.00 
1. 60 
19.10 
19.70 
20.20 
20.80 
21.30 
21.80 
22.40 
22.90 
2~. 50 
24.00 
24.60 
25. 10 
25. 70 
26.30 
27.20 
28.40 
29.60 

~:gg 
33. 20 
34.40 
35.60 
36.80 
38.00 
39.30 
40.50 
41.70 
4.2.90 
44. 10 
45.30 
4.6. 50 
47.70 
48.90 
50.10 
IJ2.20 
55.20 
58.20 
61.20 
64.20 
67.20 
70.30 
73.30 
76.30 
79.30 
83. 80 
89.80 
95.80 

101.90 
107.90 
113.90 
119.90 
125.90 
132. 00 I 

138.00 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
.20 
.60 

1.10 
1.60 
2.10 
2.60 
3. 00 
3.50 
4.00 
4. 50 
5. 00 
5.40 
5. 90 
6.40 
6. 90 
7.40 
7.80 
8. 30 
8. 80 
9. 30 
9. 70 

10.20 
10.70 
11.20 
12.00 
12.70 
13.40 
14.10 
14.80 
15.60 
16.30 
17.00 
17.70 
18.30 
18. 80. ' 
19.30 
19.90 
20.70 
21.80 
22.90 
24.00 
25.10 
26.30 
27.50 ' 
28.70 
2990 
31.10 
32.30 
33.50 
34.70 
35.90 
37.10 
38 30 
39.50 
40.70 
41.90 
43.10 
45.20 
48.20 
51.20 
54. 30 
57,30 
60.30 
63.30 
00.30 
69. 30 
72.30 
76.80 
82.80 
88.90 
94.00 

100.90 
106.90 
112.90 
119.00 
125.00 
131.00 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
• 4.0 
. 90 

1.30 
1.80 
2.30 
2. 0 
3. 20 
3. 70 
4. 20 
4. 70 
5. 20 
5. 60 
G.10 
6. 60 
7.10 
7."60 
. 00 

8. 50 
9.00 
9. 50 
9. 90 

10.40 . 
10.90 : 
11.50 
12.30 
13.30 
14.80 
10.20 
17.70 
18.80 
19 90 
20. 90 
22.00 
23.10 
24.20 
25.30 
21l. 50 
27.70 
28.90 
30.10 
31.30 
32.50 
33.70 
35.00 
36.20 
38.30 
4.1.30 
44.30 
47.30 : 
50.30 
53.30 
56.30 
59.30 
62.30 
65.30 
69.90 
75.90 
81.90 
87.90 
93.90 

100.00 
106. ()() 
112.00 
118.00 
124.00 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

· o 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.10 
.00 

1.10 
1. 50 
2.00 
2. 50 
3.00 
3. 4.0 
3. 90 
4. 40 
4. 90 
5. 40 
5. 80 
6.30 
7.00 
8.00 
9.00 
9.00 

10.90 
12.20 
13.60 
15.10 
16.50 
17.90 
19.00 
20.10 
21.20 
22.30 

. 23.40 
24.50 
25.60 
26.80 
28.00 
:w. 20 
31.30 
34.30 
37.30 
40.30 
43.30 
46.30 
49. 4.0 
52.40 
55.40 
58.40 
62.90 
68.90 
74. 90 
81.00 
87.00 
93.00 
99. 00 

105.00 
111. 10 
117. 10 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 I · 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0. 
II 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.30 
.80 

1. 50 
2. 50 
3.40 
4.40 
5.30 
6.30 
7. 20 
8.20 
9. 20 

10.10 
11.10 
12.50 
14.00 
15.40 
16.80 
18. 10 
19.20 
20.30 
21.40 
22.50 
24.40 
-;.7.30 
30.30 
33.40 
36.40 
39.40 
42.40 
45.40 
48.40 
51.40 
55.90 
61.90 
68.00 
74.00 
0.00 

86.00 
!l2.00 
98.10 

104.10 
110. 10 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
(} 

. 70 ' 
1.70 
2. 70 
3. 60 
4. (j() 
5. 50 ' 
0.50 
7.40 
8.40 
!1.40 

10. 30 
11.40 
12.80 
14.30 
15. iO 
18.10 
20.80 
23.60 
26.40 
29.40 
32.40 
35.40 
38.40 
41.40 
44.40 
49. ()() 
55.00 
61.00 
07.00 
73.00 
79.10 
85.10 
91.10 
97.10 

103.10 

15 percent or the excess over $1,000 plus 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
u 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

_!)() 
1.90 
2.90 
3.80 
4. 80 
5. 70 
6. 70 
7. 70 
8.60 

10.30 
13.50 
17.10 
20.00 
22.70 
25.40 
28.50 
31.50 
34.50 
37.50 
42.00 
48.00 
54.00 
60.10 
66.10 
72.10 
78.10 
84.10 
90.~0 
96.20 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 ' 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
(} 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
& 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
() 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.20 

1.20 
2.10 
3.10 
4. 70 
7.10 
9. 50 

12. 40 
16.00 : 
19.10 
21.80 
24.60 
27.50 
30.50 
35.00 
41.00 
47.10 
53.10 
59.10 
65.10 
71.10 
77.20 
83. 20 
89.20 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
9 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
() 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

: 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

I Q 

0 
() 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1.60 
4.00 
6.40 
8.80 

n.•20 
14.80 
18.20 
21.00 
23.70 
28.10 
34.10 
40.10 
46.10 
52.10 
58.20 
64.20 
70.20 
76.20 
82.20 

$1,000 and over ••••••••••••••••••••••• 147. oo 1 141. oo t 134. oo 1 127. oo 1 . 120 .. 10 1 113.10 t 106. 10 t 99. 20 l 92. 20 1- 85.20 l 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
II 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
u 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
f) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.so 
3.~ 
6.00 
8.00 

10.40 
13.70 
17.30 
21.50 
'n.IO 
33. 10 
39.~ 
45.20 
61.20 
57.20 
63.20 
69.30 
75.30 

78.30 
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11/f the pay-roll period with respect to an employee is a daily pay-roll pertod or a miscellaneous pay-roll p~riod-

And the wages divided by the num· And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is-ber of days in such period are-

0 I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I g I 10 or more 
At least But less than 

'rhe amount of tax to be withheld shall be the following amount multiplied by the number of days in such period- , 

------
$0 ______________ __ 
$1.50 _____________ 

$1.75.-------- - ---
$2.00 __ -------- - --$2.25 ___________ __ 
$2.50 _______ ______ 
$2.75 __ _______ ____ 
$3.00. ____________ 
$3.25 _____________ 
$3.50 _____________ 

$3.75.------------
$4.00 _- --- - - ------'4 .25 _______ ______ $ 
$ 
$ 

4.50 _____________ 
4.75 _______ _____ _ 

$5.00 ____ ______ ___ 

$5.25_--- ---------
$5.50_- -----------
~-5.75 _____________ 
'6.00 _____________ 

$6.25_-- ----------
$6.50_-- ----------
$6.75_--- ---------
Sii.OO __ -----------
'i .25_- - ----------$ 

$ 
·$ 
$8 
$8 
$ 
,: 

'7 .50_------------
7 .75;_ -----------. . 00 _____________ 

25_- ---------·-
8.50 •. --- --.----·-
~8 .75.-- --------· -9,00 _____________ 

9.25 •• -----------
'9.1\0 •• -----·--··-

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

·$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

9.75~------------
10.00_-- ···-·-·--
10.50_. - ---··--·· 
11.00 •• -· --------'11.50_-.- _ _. ______ 
12.00 __ ------- ---
12.50 •• ----------
13.00.--.--------
13.50.---------- -
'14.00.-- -------·-

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

' $ 
$ 

14.50 ____________ 

'15.00.- ----------
15.50.--- ·-------
'16.00.- ------ ----
'16.50.- ----------
17.00. ---- -------
'17.50.- -- ·----·--'18.00 ____________ 

18.50.- ---- ------
19.00.- -·-·--- ---
19.50. ---- -------'20.00.- ________ _._ $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

21.00.- -· -·--- ---
'22.00 •• ---- ------
23.00.- ·--·-·-·--
24.00.- - -------·-
25.00.-----------
26.00.-- - ------·-
27.00.-----------
28.00.-----------
29.00.-.---------

$1.50_-- ----- ----- 12% of wage 
$1.75_- ----------- $0.20 $2.00 _________ ____ . 20 $2.25 _____________ .25 
$2.50_-- --------- - .30 
$2.75_- c ---------- .30 
$3.00.----------- - . • 35 
$3.25 ____________ _ .40 $3.50 ____________ _ .40 $3.75 ____________ _ .45 
$4.00_- ------ ----- .50 
$4.25_- -- - ----- --- . 55 $4.50 _____________ .60 
$4.75 __ ----------- .65 $5.00 _____________ .65 
$5.25.------------ . 70 
$5.50_ ----- ------- . 75 $5.75 _____________ . 75 $6.00 __ ___ ________ .80 
$6.25__ __ : ________ .85 $6.50 _________ __ __ .90 
$6.75.--------- -- - .90 
$7 .00.--------- --- . 95 
$7 .25_-- -------- -- 1. 00 
~7.50_-- --------- - 1. 05 

~:bZ:: ==========~ 
1. 05 
1.10 

$8.25_- ----------·- 1.15 
$8.50_- ----------- 1. 20 
$8.75_- ----~------ 1. 20 
$9.00_. ----------- 1. 25 
$9.25_-. ------- --- 1.30 
$9.50_- ----------- 1. 35 
$9.75_-- ·--------- 1. 35 
$10.00_-- --------- 1.'40 
$10.:SO. __ ----- ---- 1. 45 
$11.00_--- ·--- ---- 1. 55 
$11.50_ - _______ _. __ ] ; 66 
$12.00. - ------- --- 1. 70 
$12.50.- -------- -- 1. 75 
$13.00_- ---------- . 1. 85 
$13.50.----------- 1.90 
$14.00.- ___ _. _____ _ 2.00 
$14.50.----------- 2.05 
$15.00 ••. _________ I• 2.15 
$15.50.- ------- -- - 2. 20 
$16.00.----------- 2.30 
$16.50.----- -- --- - 2.35 
.$17.00.------ ---- - 2. 45 
$17.50.----------- 2.50 
$18.00.-- --~---- -- 2. 60 
$18.50.----------- 2. 65 
$19.00.----------- 2. 75 
$19.50.----------- 2.80 
$20.00.----------- 2.90 
$21.00.----------- 3.00 
$22.00. -- --------- 3.15 
$23.00.----------- 3.30 
$24.00. -·--------- 3.45 
$25.00 .• - -------- - 3.60 
$26.00 .. ---------- 3. 75 
$27.00.- ------ - -·- 3.90 
$28.00.----------- 4.05 
$29.00.----------- 4. 20 
$30.00.----------- 4.35 

$3 0.00 and.over~------······-·-------- 4.451 

. ...__ 

Section 5 (b), Internal Revenue Code 
1622 (C) (1): 

NoTE . ....:..The tables beginning on page 
23 of the bill should follow the words in 
line 18, page 22. · 

This provision contains the new wage 
bracket withholding tables, conforming 
to the reduced tax payable under the bill. 

(c) Effective date: The amendments made 
by this section shall be applicable only with 
respect to wages paid on or after June 1, 
1947. 

Section 5 (c): This subsection makes 
the new withholding rates effective 
June 1, 1947. 

SEC. 6. Fiscal-Year Taxpayers. 
(a) Income taxes: Section 108 of the In

ternal Revenue Code is hereby amended by 
striking out "(d)" at the beginning of sub
section (d) and inserting in lieu thereof 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 
.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.15 0 0 0 0 0 ·o 0 0 0 
.20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. 20 . 05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.25 .05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.30 .10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.30 .15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. 35 .15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.35 .20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.40 .20 .05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.45 . 25 .05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.50 . 30 .10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
• 55 . 30 .15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.60 . 35 .15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.65 . 35 .20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.65 .40 . 20 . 05 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. 70 . 45 .25 .05 u 0 0 0 0 0 
• T5 .50 .30 .10 0 .· 0 0 0 0 0 
• 75 ,[,5 .30 .10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.80 . 60 .35 .15 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.85 .65 .35 '20 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.85 . 115 .40 . 20 . 05 0 ·o 0 0 0 
.90 . 70 .45 . 25 .05 - 0 0 0 0 0 
. 95 . 75 .50 . 25 .10 0 0 0 0 0 

1. 00 . 75 . 55 .30 .10 0 0 0 0 0 
1.00 . 80 .60 . 35 - .15 0 0 0 0 0 
1.05 . 85 .60 .35 . 20 0 0 0 0 0 
1.10 .85 .65 . 40 .20 .05 0 0 0 0 
1.15 . 90 . 70 .45 . 25 ·.o5 0 0 0 0 
1.15 . 95 . 75 . 50 . 25 .10 0 0 0 0 
1.'25 1. 00 .80 . 55 . 30 .15 0 0 0 0 
1. 30 1. 10 .85 .(i5 .40 .20 0 0 0 0 
1. 40 1.15 .90 . 70 .45 . 25 .05 0 0 0 
1. 45 1. 25 1.00 . 75 .55 . 30 .15 0 0 0 
1. 55 1. 30 1. 05 .85 .65 .40 .20 0 0 0 
1. 60 1.40 1.15 .90 . 70 .45 .25 .05 0 0 
1. 70 1. 45 1. 20 1.00 . 75 . 55 .30 .15 0 0 
1. 75 1. 55 1. 30 1. 05 .85 • 65 .35 . 20 0 0 
1.85 1. 60 1. 35 1.15 .90 . 70 .45 . 25 .05 0 
1. 90 1. 70 1. 45 1. 20 1.00 . 75 . 55 . 30 .15 0 
2.00 1. 75 1:50 1. 30 1.05 .85 . 65 I .35 .·20 0 
2.05 1. 85 1.60 1. 35 1.15 . 90 . 70 . 45 . 25 .05 
2.15 1.90 1. 65 1. 45 1. 20 1: 00 . 75 . 55 .30 .10 
2.20 2.00 1. 75 1. 50 1. 30 1. 05 .85 . 65 . 35 .20 
2.30 2.05 1.80 1. 60 1. 35 1.15 . 90 . 70 .45 .25 
2. 35 2.15 1. 90 1. 65 1.45 1. 20 1.00 . 75 . 55 .30 
2.45 2.20 2.00 1. 75 1.50 1. 30 1. 05 .85 .60 .35 
2. 50 2.30 2. 05 1. 80 1.60 1. 35 1.15 . 90 . 70 .45 
2. 60 2. 35 2.15 1.90 1. 65 1. 45 1. 20 1.00 . 75 . • 55 
2. 65 2.45 2. 20 1. 95 1. 75 1. 50 1. 30 1. 05 .85 .60 
2. 75 2. 55 2.30 2.10 1.85 1. 65 1.40 1.15 . 95 • 70 
2.90 2. 70 2.45 2.25 2.00 1. 80 1. 55 1. 30 1.10 .85 
3.05 2. 85 2.60 2.40 2.15 1. 95 1. 70 1. 45 1. 25 1.00 
3.20 3.00 2. 75 2.55 2.30 2.10 1.85 1.60 1.40 1.15 
3. 35 3.15 2.90 2. 70 2.45 2. 25 2.00 1. 75 1. 55 1.30 
3. 50 3. 30 3.05 2.85 2.60 2.40 2.15 1.90 1. 70 1. 45 
3. 70 3.45 3.20 3.00 2. 75 2. 55 2.30 2.05 1.85 1. GO 
3.85 3.60 3.35 3.15 2.90 2. 70 2. 45 2. 20 2.00 1. 75 
4.00 3. 75 3.50 3.30 3.05 2.85 2.60 2. 35 2.15 1. 90 
4.15 3. 90 3.65 3.46 3.20 3.00 2. 75 2. 50 2.30 2. 05 

15 percent of the excess over $30 plus 

4.20 3.95 3. 751 3. 50 1 3. 30 

"(e)," and by inserting after subsection (c) 
the following: 

"(d) Taxable years of individuals begin
ning in 1946 and ending in 1947: In the case 
o! a taxable year of an individual beginning 
in 1946 and ending in 1947, the tax imposed 
by sections 11, 12, and 400 shall be an amount 
equal to the sum of-

"(1) that portion of a tentative tax, com
puted as if the law applicable to taxable 
years beginning on January 1, 1946, were 
applicable to such taxable year, which the 
number of days in such taxable year prior 
to January 1, 1947, bears to the total num
ber of days in such taxable year, plus 

"(2) that portion of a tentative tax, com
puted as if the law applicable to taxable 
years beginning on January 1, 1947, were ap
plicable to such taxable year, which the 
number of days in such taxable year after 
December 31, 1946, bears to the total number 
of days in such taxable year." 

8. 05 2.851 2.60 2.35 2.15" 

Section 6 (a), Internal Revenue Code 
108 (d), (e): The present Internal Reve
nue Code 108 (d) is relettered as (e), 
and a new subsection (d) is inserted. 
This new subsection (d) provides, in 
effect, that if the taxable y~ar of an indi
vidual begins in 1946 and ends in 1947, 
his tax liability for that year shall pro
portionately reflect the tax reduction 
effective January 1, 1947. That result is 
accomplished by computing a tax under 
existing law, a tax under the bill, taking 
a fraction of each tax and adding the 
fractions together. The denominator 
of each fraction is the number of days 
in the taxable year. The numerator of 
the fraction applicable to the existing 
tax is the number of days in the 1946 
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wotlld -'ltdopt · a--~nd .fiseal poliCy; and 
place the 'Welfal'~ of the -eountry ahead 
of polities. ·But it soon-became appar
ent that this bope was not to be rea11Y.ed. 
It is clearly a;ppa~t that purely l>Oliti
eal eonslderations ba.ve guided the ma
jority in bringing the pending b!D, H. R. 
1, to the Bouse and m-ging its ~sage. 
. Jirme of tf;te ren minority membe!"s of 

the Cummittee on Wa"'9f5 and Means have 
joined in a minority report on this bi"'fi~ · 
to whieh I mvite ,-nr atte.ntion. l be
lieve this report rontai.ns ample _reasons 
for upposing the pending -measure. 

:lt should be !'E!D.embered that t>ne VetT 
fmportant tax-relief bill has already 
been ennered mtG law 'Sinee tlre eluse ~ 
t'he recent -waY. The Revenue Aet of 
W45 reduced · wmtnne t-axes ·by about 
$~J)OO,OOQ;OOO. lt made eonsiderable·Te
duetions in corporate ta-xes nnd mdi
vldnru meome t~.xes; and some reductions 
in excise taxes. Its mam pw::pose was to
ease the transition -from wartime to 
peacetime economy 9f tire rountry. This· 
tr.anslticn was made 'With ia.r less -. de.J 
cline ln business activity thMl had been· 
antieipatzti, .Any further tax .reducti_cn 
at this t~ t1l stimulate bnsiness '3.et1vity 
cannot be justified. Bnsin~:ss eondit\Ons' 
a..re now the best we have evcer 'known in 
the histmv er this Nat-wt. In 1946 mt
p1oyment W1lS. the highest ln. the bis'l.ii:Jl'y 
of -our eoontry. · Some 10;00'0,~00 oi <OU1' 
retmning veterans harl Teeeived -employ
m..mt in c~vilian aetivities by tbe ~nd of 
1946. Production nmehed the highest 
point in peaeetlme in the ~ire bistory 
of the Nati~ being 59 :percent greater 
than the l~ peaeetime year, 19i39, a.nd, 
only aboUt 15 percent less tmn the 
highest point reaehed dming the war~ 
Onr national inoome is the higheSt in 
a!i b!story.· It -rea-ehed '$165,000,001);()00 
in 1€!6, and the-estimate it!! for an even 
higher national ineome in 194"7. 

With tbose favorable eonditions e~ 
ing, it is eert3,Jn~ the proper time to gtve 
attention to our natkmal debt. : There
fore, the minmity has taken the position 
that the fu'"St objeeti.ve t'O be -a:ecom
plished is the ·balancing <Jf the ~eral 
budget, whieh has not been balanced 
sinee 1930. Then, It is cur 'POSition that 
after th-a:t there should be substantial 
payment on tbe natimlal dcllt, and then, 
if our situation justifies tt, a r-eduetion m 
truiividual ineome taxes. Not only that. 
but a eomplete review of our -entir.e tax 
structure. as 1.ms been ·done in tbe past 
when the m?.tter of tax Te!ief was given 
consideration. The eost of World War 
n was an enonnous sum. Prom 19S9 to 
1'946 our Fooeral ·expBnditures amounted 
to more than ~oo.ooo .oon,ooo and we 
kMw ·that· d1Lring a good part of that 
time S6 eents GUt of every tax dollar that 
was eoll~ted -was for the cost ~f the 
pyoseeution of the war. We now find 
that TYe have a national debt of $260,-
000,000,000. We have 85,000..000 indtvid
tml bohtfuo!ders in thi..s country. Cer
tainlY e realize that tb.ere is .an 
obligation that we owe to those 85,000. 00 
bondho1de7s:. . ·we take tbe position that 
dmintrtbe \var· when patr.iotie fervm- was 
up to such a high point and we made the 
anneal to the school children and s.U tbe 
p00}lle of the land to buy war stamps and 
war bonds .. we·now owe· the "obligation to 
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. . 
them to see to it that that inves1ment in 
their Govem.m.ent Is always sound 

So · I take tbe position, as does tbe 
minority on this oecasion. that the first: 
.obligation of the Congress is to Me to 
it that this Government Df ours fo1lows 
a· sound fiscal policy. I ha.ve never known 
of tJut <>ne way to disCharge an honest 
debt_ and that i!i to pay it. The best time 
to .make a ~JB.ymeDt on a debt is when 
you have the money, and it so hs:ppens 
that the Government at trus .tiine because 
of tbe fa.wraille busineSs :condition exist
ing in tile eountcy is in a position to look 
,f-orward to. the b:alancing of the budget 
with greater eilcouragement than we 
have ever looked before. and at the .same 
tim-e to .be .able to pa-y a i!Uhstantial 
amount en the pob]ie debt. 
- It mnst be remembered that we have 

. much heavier expenses_ to meet than we 
ever had before tim recent war. The 
Federal budget for -the fiscal year 1941 
.eiilbodia; a vert :lmpmtant and what 
might well_ be :amsidered a permanent 
chang-e from prewar eandltions. T.h:is 
11H1 budget lneludes three ttebu. the 
largest three iteins in the budget~ whieb 
alone amount to more than three times 
the total expenses of the Federal Gov
-ernment before the -war. It includes 
.about $t.5.060.<GOCMlOO for mil:itary ex
Pmditures. which. is about 12 tunes the 
prewar level. Ii includes about $'7 ,()00.
.0DO.OOO fur vete-rans' benefits.. wh:'.ch is 
abont 12 ti:_mes the prew.ar amount. It 
includes abDut $5,000..000.000 for interest 
on the public debt. which ts about 5 
tim~ the prewar requirements. It is 
interesting to obsewe tbat in the 1948 
Faderal bUdget to which attention is 
now being giv~ tbe last two items re
main about the same and the item for 
l1li:litm'y expemres is redueed to about 
$11~000..000.006. which will still be about 
9 times greater than the prewar ieveJ. 
We are una.ble to kno . at this time what 
om budget 'Situatian m:ay be .by the end 
of the year. We know the 'Changes that 
have o~red in :a. tittle ;more than two 
months of t!me that have elapsed sinee 
the Preside!lffs bUdget was Bubmitted oo 
the Congress. . 

We know that "the present Demoeratie 
President of the United Bt.ates, looking to 
the welfare and the interests of thb 
country of our..s. has found it necessary to . 
recommend -a rather large additional ex
penditure. ·-mclttding about $400,000,000 
for the Greek and Ttirki.sh situations. 
The last Repnblie.an President, .Mr. 
Hoover,. has, during that period of time~ 
recommended to the Congress .in appear
ance before standing committees of this 
Hoose that some $400,-000,0:00 plus -be 
Used tn help e:are for the starving and 
destitute people of the war-torn eoun-: 
tri£S of .Europe. Therefore. it can be seen 
that .something app.roaching a billion 
dollars bas been requested during the 
short period of time that has elapsed 
since the President's budget was submit
lied to the Congress. 

It is impossible fo1· us to know now Jilst 
wha-t these budget reqnirements may 
amount to. but it does coeur to me it is 
the part of w.isdam to proceed eau.tiously 
and not to rush in here and purely for 
Political eonsidera;tio~ r~uce taxes and 
J;hereby endanger balanc~ ot. the 

budget and run t.he rislc of not being able 
to make payment on tbe publie debt .of 
the eountry. 

lf the time comes, ana we hope it will 
emne soon, that we can be able to make 
a reduction in taxes in this eountry, cer
tainlY I would welcome the opportunity 
to vote Jor tax-reduction measures. I 
am sure we an feel that way. We want 
to give tax relief to .our people as soon as 
possible, but we .should not embrace an 
opportunity to do that until it .is in keep
ing with solllld' fiscal prineiples that are 
in the best interests of the .fiseal a1Iairs 
of tbe Nation. 

The pending bill, H. R. 1, eannot be de
f€1\ded u-pon the essential ·basis of .fair
ness or equity. I simply .invite your at-· 
tention to the ehart appearing on page 35 
of· the report accompanying this bill . 
How anybody can examine that chartaP
peaTin.g _on page 35 of this report and feel 
justified in· vnting for tbis measure iS 
.more than I can understand. 

Smne gentlemen say that if your pres
ent gt·adaated-ta.x system is fair and 
sound, it is 'likewise· fair and equitable t.a· 
reduce that by a definite percentage~ as in 
this instance 20 percent. If that is sound,. 
if they ean -sustain that proposal, why is 
tt that they have three different gradila-
ti<Ons proVided in this bill? Simply be-· 
cause a. position of that kind cannot be 
justified; it cannot b~ sustained. · 

Now, what has happened? Our distin
guiShed f!l"lend, the ehaitrnan oftheWa.YB· 
and Means CiJmmittee, first came for:: 
ward 2.dvocating a 20-percent reduction· 
1n individual income taxE:E straight across 
the board from top to bottom of the in
come-tax schedules. That was his posi
tion, so announced. Then the light of 
day was turned np<m the pr-oposal, and tt 
was _seen it could not be justified. What 
would it bave meant? It wou1d have 
meant that some of the wealthiest ta:"·
payers of this country would hav_e beei<!. 
J;Jaying less taxes than they paid in 1939 
before the war. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlem-an -from Tennessee has expired 

Mr. COQP"""~. Nli. Chairman, I yield 
m:;-.self .five additional minutes. 

You will see this chart on page 35~ lt 
shows the line 193.9 and . the original 
proposal of a 20-percent reduction 
str.a.!ght across the board. and from top 
to bottom .shows that that would reduce 
the high income taxpayers below the 
1939 lev-el. Then the gentleman from 
Minnesota revised his plan and provided 
th:at above .$302;000 the percen~ta.ge of 
reduction would not b'e 20 percent, as he 
had p1·omised. straight across the board, 
but would be 10% percent. and if you 
will notice what that c.urve does, that 
curve brings the 10¥.!-percent applica
tion right baCk down to .about the 1939 
level. That means. then, that these 
.hlgb-income tup.ayers under this pend
ing bill will be relieved of the increases 
thatt we.re n-ecessary since 1939. 

But look what happens to the low
income taxpayers. Sze how high and 
how steep the curve goes with respect to 
them. and then if you get yourrelf a rzal 
strong magnifying glass and look c.a;re
fully enough you may be able to find 
where this 30 percent comes in .hi t.h.e 
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dotted line.-down.·there .It .is... so infini~ .. does...not amount to enough to. really. :call 
tesimal it is so small that you almost' it a change ... It is..na.t.wm:th~ of it 
have to have a magnifying glass to be · Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
able to find it. man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Chairman, will the Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle-
gentleman yield? man from Alabama. 

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle- Mr. JONES of Alabama. Is it not a 
man from Kentucky. . fact that if this bill is enacted, the in-

Mr. CHELF. First of all, I am for re- fiation caused by its enactment will wipe 
ducing taxes, but not at the expense of out the so-called savings of the little 
the Army and the Navy. As the gentle- folks? 
man knows, to show my good faith on Mr. COOPER. Well, there is danger of 
the subject, I have a bill in now to.. raise that, but the main point is that any one 
the income tax bracket exemptions for of you who votes for this bill, thinking 
the little fellow to $2,500 on single per- that you are providing relief for the lit
sons and $5,000 on married folks. I tle fellow, you just go home and try to 
condemned on the floor of the House not find that fellow who is able to find what 
very long ago this particular bill as being relie( you gave him. He will never be 
a rich man's bill, and I repeat that able to find ·it under this bill. 
charge today. It is a rich man's bill- The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
if there be any doubt, look at the chart gentleman fi'om Tennessee has expired. 
of this so-called 30 percent cut. A man Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
who has an income of $1,200 a year gets myself 3 additional minutes. 
a measly credit of $12, a saving of $1 a Instead of giving thorough and care- · 
month, less than the cost of a carton of ful consideration to tax relief on the 
cigarettes. The man that has a $2,000 basis it should be given, to.see whether 
income saves $57 a year, which is less. the fiscal condition of the Government 
than $5 a month, yet the man that has a would justify it, they bring in here a 
$250,000 income saves over $38,000, and political gesture and ask th:e Members of 
·the fellow or corporation-that has a mil- the House to pass it in the name of tax 
lion-dollar income saves $110,000. How relief, and try to claim that real consid
are you going to justify that befor.e the eration has been given to the low-income 
people of this ca.untry,? So, Lam against- taxpayers. By .the time he worries him
your bill. self half crazy trying to figure out_ the 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, application of the notch provision inthis 
if the gentleman will yield, the trouble bill, he will be criticiZing every man who 
with the gentleman is that his figures ar.e. ever claimed he was giving him any- re
not correct. lief under this measure-. The idea of 

Mr. COOPER. I appreciate the con:-.... ha.ving. to provide a complicated notch 
tribution by the gentleman fronrKen.-_ system· to give the little man_ some tax 
tucky. benefits. The effective way to afford 

But, Mr. Chairman, the whole point is, tax relief for the little man is to increase 
after our good friends of the majority the exemptions. Under the Revenue-Act 
on the committee found. that" even after of 1945, by increasing the· exemptions .. 
the bill had been doctored and changed and two other definite changes that were -
after the original 20 percent across-the made in that measure, 12,000,000 of our 
board from ·top to- bottom had_ been low-income taxpayers were relieved not 
altered to the extent that it should apply,_ only froni paying a tax but from having 
only up to about $302,000, and from there to file a tax return. As the situation 
on the reduction should not be 20 per- now stands, a single man making $10 a 
cent. but 10% percent, then fw::ther_real- week or a married man malting about 
izing that they were not doing anything $20 a week has to file a tax returrr to 
to speak of for the little ~ they were. his Government. Think how low that 
not giving prop_er relief to the man in carries you down among the wage-earn
the small-income tax bracket, then they ers in this country, $10 a week, yet he has 
had to have a meeting of their own with to make a tax return, and with just a few 
the Republican steering committee of dollars more than that he has to pay a 
the House, and they then finally came tax to his Government. So the position 
forward with this great 30-percent idea: we tal{e on this side is that this is not 
Give the little man some benefit and an opportune time to provide for tax 
some relief, and give him 30 percent in- relief, until we know more about the 
stead of 20 percent for the $300,000 man requirements of our Budget and more 
or 10% percent for the million-dollar about our international requirements 
man. and that when the time does come to 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, will give tax relief, we should really advise 
the gentleman yield? the tax structure of this country and 

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle- afford relief that is worthy of the name. 
man from North Carolina. Mr. REED of New Yorl{. Mr. Chair-

Mr. DOUGHTON. Is it not a fact also man, it is perfectly evident from the 
that this smal130-percent crumb was not statement just made by the distinguished 
granted to the low-income t axpayers gentleman from Tennessee, Representa
until it was obvious that a revolt was tive cooPER, neither he nor his party 
threatened on the majority side, and they desire to give any relief, regardless of 
could not pass the bill without it? age or income, to anybody. All they 

Mr. COOPER. Well, there is some in- want to do is to continue the New Deal 
dication of that. program of sp.ending, taxing, and some-

Mr. DOUGHTON. Everybody knows times .electing on that theory. 
It is true. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to 

Mr. COOPER. At any rate, at the last the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
moment they made that change, which WooDRUFF]. 

-· Mr. · WOODR..UE'F. Mr.-. Chairman I 
have read the ·r.eport oi. the minority on 
H. R. 1 with considerable amusement and 
some amazement. Rarely have I seen a 
document so thoroughly permeated with 
a Micawber-lik~ attitude toward the fi
nances of tbis country, and so thoroughly 
laced wich peculiar statistics. According 
to the minority the fact that our eco
nom~.c system is now operating well re
moves all necessity for making provision 
that it shall continue to do so in the 
future. Yet the President's economic 
advisers recently warned us of the grave 
danger of a recession during the fiscal 
year 1948. This warning was repeated 
recently by the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics of the Department of Agri
culture. We hear similar words of cau
tion continuously from economists and 
professional business analysts. Yet the 
minority goes blithely on its way, assum
ing . that the full employment of today 
win automatically recur in the future, and 
that the problem at hand is not the 
avoidance of a recession, but the check
ing of an inflation which gives every indi
cation of having spent its main force. 
Apparently the minority thinks.l.t is time . _ 
enough to taka action when-a recession 

· is already upon us. 
One of the major pglitical planks set 

out in the minority ,report seems to be 
that debt · retirement is more important 
in all cases than .the preservation of a 
prosperous and fully employed A..merica, 

·which is what we mean by a "solvent" 
America. We are . all aware of the size 
of our present Federal debt, and the need 
for its reduction. We are planning for 
a reduction, but we are unwilling to 
ignore the fact that there is also. a need 
for a relief from the stultifying effects 
of the individual income tax rates. In 
our judgment, · this tax reduction is just 
as important at the present time to the 
preservation of a solvent America as the 
retirement of the nation9J debt. 

The minority argues as though the 
enactment of H. R . . 1 would preclude 
debt retirement. They base this conclu
sion in part on.~ an estimate of receipts.._ _ 
of $39,000,000,000, which is -the figure 
used in the legislative budget, and which 
allows for a possible recession during 
the fiscal year 1948. Yet they contend 
that we face an inflation, not a reces
sion. If this forecast is correct, the es
timate of recei.pts ought to be substan
ti£JJly larger. Forty-three billion dollars 
would be a conservative estimate. 

On the expenditure side the minority 
assumes that the reduction which Con
gress will make in expenditures set out 
in the President's budget can be no 
greater percentagewise than the per
centage reduction in the appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart
ments. I suspect they really must know 
better than this. Everyone must realize 
that t:tese pa:t·ticular appropriations con
tained a large proportion of the fixed 
ebligations of the Federl:.l ·Government. 
They include such· items as $5,000,000,-
000 for interest payments, and the ex
penditures necessary :.Lor tax refunds. 

Let us take for a moment the most 
conservative reduction in the over-all 

· expenditures which either House of Con
gress is now considering, the Senate pro-
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posal of a ceiling' of$33,000,000,000. Let 
us compare this to receipts of $43,000,-
000,000, which represents a conservative 
estimate. if the minority is correct, in 
forecasting a continuation of the present 
level o'i' employment. On this basis there 
'Would be $10,000,000,000 available for 
d~bt retirement arrd tax reduction. Cer
tainly the moderate tax reduction pro
posed in this bill would leave ample room 
for substantial debt retirement. 

Much of the minority's difficulty ap
pears to arise out of its assumption that 
the transition from a wartime t o a peace
time economy has been completed. The 
minority also assumes that our economy 
will continue to prosper under ·~he handi
cap wll..ich the e..."tisting rate structure of 
the individual income tax imposes upon 
the free flow of venture capital and the 
exercise of managerial initiative. The 
transition to a p.:=acetime economy has 
not yet been completed. Expenditures 
have not yet reached their postwar pla
teau, and the tax system has not yet been 
corrected to remove the deterrents to a 
fully employed economy which were ne
cessitated by the extreme financial pres
sw·e imposed by the war. 

The minority contends that even if this 
were the time for tax reduction, H. R. 1 
is not & fair means of distributing relief. 
They can the 30-percent reduction for 
those in the lowest income bTacket mere 
sugar coating. Yet I recall that the mi
nority voted unarumously for this featw·e 
of the present bill. Moreover, I do not 
believe that a provision which brings a 
30-p~cent reduction to the 24.6 million 
taxpayers receiving taxable incomes of 
$1,000 or less and constituting 52.7 per
cent· of the total numbe1· of income tax
payers can be dismissed as mere sugar 
coating. 

Even more perverse is the minority's in
ability to U!!derstand the effect of a uni
forrn percentage reduction in the amount 
of the tax due upon the rate of progres
siOil under the mdividual income tax. 
Elementary arithmetic will tell you that 
if a man is paying 10 times as much tax 
ru. his neighbor and their taxes are both 
reduced by uniform percentage, the first 
individual will still b~ paying 10 times as 
much tax as the second. This is what 
p.rcgr~sion means. Let me illustrate this 
with two specifi~ cases. Under existing 
law. a single pen:on with a net income of 
$300,000 before personal exemption pays 
a tax which is 255 times the tax paid by 
a siugle individual with a net income of 
$5,000. before exemption. Under the ta..x 
reduci:ion of 20 perc~""lt provided by H. 
R. 1 for incomes of t..l-lese siz::!s, the indi
vidual with a $300,000 income will still 
pay 255 times the tax paid by the indi
vi.dual with a $5,000 Lncome. Similarly, 
under existing law an individual with a 
net income of $50,000 berore exemption 
pa.ys 27 times the tax of the $5,000 indi
v!dual. Under the rate reductions pro
vided by H. R. 1, the individual With a 
$50,000 income would still pay 27 times 
the t2.x imposed on the individual with a 
$5,000 L.!come. 

The minority seems to believe that a 
reduction of a uniform number of per
centage points will maintain the existing 
scale of progression. The absurdity of 
this .can be shown by the following ill us-

tration: A single individual with a net 
income or - $100,000 pays a t:u under 
present law which is four-and two-tenths 
times as great as the tax paid by a single 
individual wnh $2,500 of net income. 

If a 20 percentage point reductian 
were to be made, the individual with a 
$2,500 income would pay no tax at all, 
while the individual with $100,000 of net 
income would still have an effective rate 
of arow1d 44 percent. Whereas under 
existing law the man with the $100,000 
net income pays foilr and two-tenths 
times the tax of the man with the $2,500 
net income, the 20 percentage point re
duction makes his tax infinitely larger 
than that of the $2,500 individual. 

,Clearly a change of this sort will alter 
the rate of progression embodied in the 
existing law. 

The minority alleges that the special 
exemption of $500 provided by House 
Resolution 1 for persons who have at
tained the age of 65 is merely another -
"sop" to the lower-income brackets. 
The minority maintains that age· is not 
relateu to ability to pay, that the $500 
exemption constitutes class legislation, 
and above all that it represents an in
novation. If legislation is bad because 
the ideas embodied in it are innovations, 
then most of the changes made in the 
income tax since its fnception in 1913 
are tarred with the same brush. 

The sp2cial exemption for ·the aged is 
justified by the fact that as a group per
sons over 65 are handicapped in an eco
nomic sense. While the minority report 
states that age alone is not a factor in . 
determining ability to pay, the next 
sentence which follows t:P..is statement 
contains an admission that this group is 
a handicapped one. That this is a fact 
is indicated by the heavy concentration 
of small incomes in this age group. The 
Congress has already recogniEed the 
economic handicaps of this age group 
in the social-security legislation enacted 
in 1935. Moreover. it is clear that the 
events of the .past few years have borne 
with unusual severity upon persons over 
65. Unlike younger people, they were not · 
ab!e to adjust themselves to the rise in 
prices and the tax changes of the war 
p~riod by accepting full-time employ
ment at prevailing h igh rates of wages. 

The minority's belief, that the $500 
exemptioil sets a pattern for discrimi
nation in favor of particular groups, is 
contrary to fact. By' granting full ex
clusion to particular types of income, 
such as the annuities received by rail
road retirement and social . security 
beneficiaries, and the retirement pay of 
former Army and NavY officers rztired by 
reason of medical survey, existing· law 
has already established a d!Ecriminntion 
against recipients of other types of in
come. This fact was taken into con
sideration in drafting !!. R. 1. The $500 
exemption has been set up in a manner 
which tends to reduce existing discrim:
nation among persons who have attained 
the age of 65, but who receive different 
types of income. 

The minorit-y suggests that if relief is 
to be granted to persons who have at
tained the age of 65, it should also be 
extended to individuals who are physi
cally handicapped irrespective of age. It 

is worth pointing out that the blind 
already receive a deduction of $500. If 
it should prove possible to set up a work
Ing definition of a crippled person, an 
extension of a concession to persons in 
that category similar to that provided 
to persons of 65 or over in H. R. 1 would 
be a logical and desirable procedure. 

In several places in the minority report 
a.plea is m~.de for postponing action on 
a tax reduction. It is contended that no 
action should be taken until the con
ferees have agreed upon a ceiling on 
expenditures. until all appropriations 
have finally been made, and until the 
Treasury D~partment has time to study 
fully and report upon some twenty-odd 
comnlicated and controversial subjects. 
These are stalling tactics only. With 
respect to the ceiling on expenditures 
set by the legislative budget committees. 
t should like to stress the relatively small 
area of disagreement which remains be
tween the House and the Senate con
ferees. It is only a choice between a 
ceiling of $31,500,000,000 and $33,000,-
000,000. Either W2.Y, as it is set forth in 
the majority report, there will be suffi
cient funds available for the tax reduc
tion proposed under H. R. 1 and for debt 
retirement. · · 

The argument that tax r~ductions 
should await final action on appmpria_. 
tions is indeed a strange O!le. I fail to 
recall that the Democratic majority has 
fo!lowed this procedure durLTJ.g recent 
years. The tax reduction in the Reve
nue Act of 1945, for example, was enacted 
even before the President's budget had 
been submitted. 

The mirrority makes the further point 
that the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1916 which set up the procedure for 
establishing ex!;)enditure ceilings, made 
specific provision for a recommendation 
by the budget committee concerning ap
propriate reductions in the public debt, 
but that "No mention in the act is made 
of tax reduction." Does this mean that 
the minority believes no tax redud;ion 
should ever be made, or does it suggest 
th<'.t the framers of this bill were already 
aware of the fact that the House Ways 
and Means Committee and the Senate 
Flnancz Committee were already charged 
with responsibility for t~x legislation? 

I think we all are obligated to the 
minority for including in its report cer
t~dn very illuminating tables and charts. 
Chart 1 on page 35 compares the tax bur
den under present law and H. R. 1 with 
that w:b..ich existed in 1939 at various in
come levels. In its report the mi..TJ.ority 
seems to think that this chart shows that 
the lower income groups do not fare as 
well as they should under this bill. Yet 
it is clear from Chart 1 that under H. R. 1 
an indiviO.ual with a net income of $60,000 
is still pay.lng 22 percent more than he 
did in 1939, \Jhilc an individual with a 
net income of $2,000 is oP..ly paying 7 or 8 
percent more than he did in 1939. . 

Chart 2 on page 37 adds nothing to 
what has been presented in Chart 1, as 
can be seen by holding chart 2 upside 
down and looking at it in a mirror. 

Table IV of the minority report shows 
soendab!e income remaining after taxes 
under present law and under H. R. 1. It 
also shows the percentage increase in 
spendable income resulting from H. R. 1. 
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The point the minority is trying to -make 
is that H. R. 1 increases dispr oportion
ately the spendable income of the higher 
income groups. 

In reality this is nothing but a statis
tical trick. This can be shown by repre
senting spendable income by X and taxes 
by Y. When Y is already small, relative 
to X , a decrease in Y could have only a 
small effect on X. This is what is hap
pening under H. R. 1 in the lower income 
brackets and accounts for the small per
cen~age increase in spendable income. 
If Y is large in comparison to X, a de
crease in Y will of necessity have a sub
stantial effect on X. This, in effect, is 
what is happening under H. R. 1 in the 
higher income brackets, and accounts for 
the large percentage increase in spend-
able income. · 

To show the absurdity.of the minority's 
table, it is only necessary to consider the 
case of a person with a net income of -
$500. He at the present time pays ' no 
tax and, therefore, when a tax reduction 
is made there is no increase in his spend
able income. Thus, in his case the in
crease in spendable income resulting 
from the enactment of~H: R. 1 must of 
necessity be zero. Thus, a uniform in
crease in spendable income would require 
payments on the part of the Federal Gov
ernment to those in the lower income 
groups. 

Reference to table SA in the ma
jority's report will show that even under 

·H. R. 1, a person with a $10,000 income 
retains only 81 percent of it after paying 
his income tax; a person with an income 
of $30,000 retains only 67 percent; and 
a person with an income of $100,000 re
tains oniy 49 percent. On the other 
hand, a person with a net income of $600 
retains almost 98 percent after the re
duction provided in H. R. 1. 

The minority has characterized H. R. 
1 as economically unsound and inequi
table. I am afraid that the facts of the 
matter demonstrate that my Democratic 
colleagues are in error on· b9t h counts. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DING ELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I won
der how many of my colleagues remem
ber that fanciful era when a man could 
print up fancy imitations of securities 
and peddle them under equally phony 
prospectuses to. unsuspecting widows? 
Eventually we woke up to the fact that 
there was nothing in the American sys
tem of free enterprise which licensed 
swindlers. ·Under a Democratic adminis
tration we outlawed securities swindling. 

What, in good conscience then, can 
we say about H. R. 1? Here is a 
$4,000,000,000 swindle which will prove 
to be a scaffold built by you Republicans 
which will be used by the irate electorate 
to· hang you, come next election · day. 

H. R. 1 started out with beguiling sim
plicity to do justice to all downtrodden 
taxpayers. It would give each a 20 per
cent fiat reduction in his income tax. 

It did not take long for even respon
sible members of the majority party in 
this House to recoil from this arithmeti
cal fraud. 

H. R. 1 has had some decorations added 
to it since, in the hope of its sponsors to 
disguise its wickedness. Reneging on 
some of their millionaire patrons, the 
sponsors of this bill now offer only 10V2 
percent cut in the top income brackets. 

But you and I have worried more about 
the little fellow-the fellow that might 
use h is tax cut for household necessities 
and for plain everyday groceries. 

The sponsors of H. R. 1 held out for a 
long time, but now they have some bait 
for the little fellow, too-it might be 
swallowed if not examined too closely. 
The bill now proposes a 30 percent reduc
tion for the man with less than $1,000 
income over and above his exemptions 
and deductions. The most wicked thing 
about this bill is its. deceitful appearance. 
If you do not think about it, thi~ bill 
sounds almost decent. A 30 percent cut 
for the lit tle fellow, a 20 per cent cut for 
the middle fellow, and a 10% percent 
cut for the big fellow. 

I may add here parenthetically that 
the 30 percent added to the 20 percent is 
like adding an extra 10 percent to near 
nothing. It still constitutes near noth
ing in the total -ameunt of additional 

· groceries. 
Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle

man frrm Rhode Island. 
Mr. FORAND. The magnanimous-gift 

that is made to the little fellow is repre
sented by this bill which shows a married 
man with no dependents. whose income is 
$1,200 a year will have 22 cents a week 
less tax to pay. He can buy a package of 
cigarettes every week now. 

Mr. DINGELL. That is correct; and 
that is the sum total of his relief. But 
the illustration gets worse, I may say to 
the gentleman from Rhode Island, as you 
go up the ladder. When you get to the 
million-dollar per annum income tax
payer that is when the illustration is 
really beautiful and worth while to the 
recipient. That is the element for whom 

· this tax bill is being enacted, 
Mr. FORAND. I do not have the mil

lion-dollar income in this table, but the 
man with a $300,000 income would get a 

· relief of $902 each week. 
Mr. DINGELL. That is correct. That 

is per week. 
Mr. FORAND. That is as · compared 

with the 22 cents a week for the little 
fellow. 

:Mr. DINGELL. I will cover that in my 
. remarks if the gentleman will indulge me. 

But let me tell you, the American peo
ple are not dumb. They know, and you 
know, that you cannot eat percentages. 

· Any child in elementary school can tell 
· you that percentages mean nothing un
less you relate them to something. But 
what happens when you use these nice
sounding percentages? What happens 

· to the oily promises of justice with which 
this bill is annointed? 

I would like to give you a few illustra
tions. Strip the bill of its complicated 
arithmetic, and here is what happens: 

The little man with the big family 
who now pays $100 of tax will save, under 
this bil.l, the magnificent sum of $30. 

The man who now pays $1,000 in tax 
will save, under this bill exactly $200 or 
6% times as much. 

The man who now pays $10',000 in tax 
will save, under this bill the sum ·of $2,

. 000, or 66 2h times as much. 
The man who now pays $100,000 in 

tax will save under this bill, a mere 
$20 ,000, or 666 % times as much. 

The man who now pays $1,000,000 in 
tax will save, under t his bill, approxi
mately $150 ,000 or 5,000 times as much. 

Now, I ask the House, tell me what 
just ice lies in the fancy percentages of 
H. R. 1? Thirty dollars saving for the 
little fellow. One hundred and fifty 
thousand dollars saving for the big fel
low. Five thousand times as much for 
the big taxpayer. 

But I beg the House not to misunder
stand me. This is not the only deceit 
in H. R. 1. Why is this bill before us 
at all? Are we so free of debt, so rolling 
in surpluses, that we must hasten to 
slough off our revenues? 

Oh, no. We have a war debt of $260,-
000,000,000. Is costs us $5,000,000,000 
in interest alone to carry that debt . The 
sponsors of H. R. 1 are willing to let that 
debt and those interest charges run on. 
They are willing to trade a deceit ful in
come tax cut now for the privilege of 
paying ext ra taxes the balance of our 
lives and the lives of our children so that 
the interest on the public debt may be 
prolonged. 
· Times are prosperous now. Now is 

the time to pay on the national debt to 
maintain Uncle Sam's credit rat ing and 
the · value of the outstanding bonds. 
Now is not the time to cut taxes, much 
as e:?..ch of us may desire it. Even if 
H. R. 1 were reYJritten so that the tax 
cut was spread 2,bout in some semblance 

· of fairness, no thinking man should vote 
· for such a bill · before he considers the 
future. 

I say, and I doubt if any will dispute 
· me, ,this .tax cut will cost the taxpayers 
· money in the long run. 

The littl~ fellow who is going to be 
· saved the grandiose sum of $30 by this 
bill is the fellow who in a few years 
should be exempted fro~ paying any in
come t ax at all. That can be done when 

· the national debt is whittled down to 
some extent. But instead, the price . of 

· his $30 saving, if this bill is enacted, is 
· that he will probably have to keep on 
paying taxes the rest of his iife so that 
he can pay the interest on the public 

· debt that could be paid off now. 
The pity of the whole thing is that the 

little fellow probably will get no benefit 
even now for his $30 saving from H. R. 1. 
The inflationary fires that already 

· threaten our homes will be fanned by this 
· bill. This bill will free nearly $4,000,
. 000,000 of money for bidding up the 
prices the people have to pay. Last week 
the price of bread went up. If we would 
only let them, rents would go through 
the roof. Clothing is up. EveTything 
seems headed in the same direction. 

If this inflationary legislation should 
cause an increase in the cost of living as 
little as 60 cents a week-60 cents a week, 
I repeat-it will wipe out the generous 
$30 tax saving which H. R. 1 holds out to 
him. 

There is one more aspect to H. R. 1 
upon which I cannot refrain from speak

. ing. You and I and everyone has com
plained bitterly for many years about 
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the complexity of the tax laws and the 
tax forms. - We have seen with dismay 
the inequalities that exist in particular 
situations. We have waited with ill-con
cealed impatience for the day when some 
committee of the Congress would sit 
down and, in the name of sanity, over
haul our tax laws to make them simpler 
and more fair. 

You do not have to be a Philadelphia 
lawyer to lmow that H. R.1 is not the an
swer to this prayer. In their haste to 
distribute rewards to their millionaire 
patrons. the sponsors of H. R.1 have only 
further complicated the tax laws and 
forms. They have frozen the many in
equities that cry for remedy. 

When, during the war, we needed every 
dime to fight for survival, tax laws had to 
be tuned to high revenues. We could 
not afford the nice adjustments which 
would solve and simplify every problem. 

If we could spare the revenue now, you 
would think the committee would look 
to these grievances first. Should we en
act H. R. 1-which I hope never comes 
to pass-we will not be able to afford the 
revenue loss that will be necessary to 
work justice and simplicity. 

Many of you have heard the learned 
leaders of the majority jibe at the com
plicated task of filling out a tax return. 
I ask them how much simpler the task 
will be if H. R. 1 becomes law. 

They will not answer. They dare not 
answer. Under this bill, they must 
know, there.are four computations where 
two now suffice. 

We have heard the distinguished mem
bers of the. appropriations committee 
talk in this House scarcely a week ago 

about reducing Treasury exp@nditures. 
This bill increases Treasury expenditures 
by complicating the computations that 
have to be made. 

When we debated the Treasury ap
propriation bill, we were told that large 
savings could be made because legisla
tion was expected materially reducing 
the number of taxpayers and the number 
of tax forms. This bill does not elimi
nate a single taxpayer or eliminate a 
single tax form. 

When we debated the Treasury appro
priation bill, we were told that the Treas
ury could reduce tax refunds by $800,-
000,000, another glaring fraud of course. 
This bill increases tax refunds by more 
than a billion dollars and the amount of 
the refund to the average small taxpayer 
will not be worth much more than the 
check paper it is written on, and the 
cost of the refund to the Treasury will, 
in many instances, exceed the refund 
itself. 

The most damaging document against 
H. R. 1 even in its present amended 
form is the statistical fcrm prepared by 
the staff of the Joint Committee on Tax
ation by direction of Chairman Knut
son. I invite your careful study of this 
data and of the tables contained in the 
majority and minority reports. You will 
be stunned by impact of the facts pre
sented as you realize who will be the 
beneficiaries. I will include some tables 
to give graphic 1llustration to statistical 
facts and I would like to refer to some of 
the tables which the Republicans do 
not dare to use or even refer to after 
ordering their preparation. But these 

graphs, tables and factual figures cannot 
be ignored for they will follow you like 
your shadow and will haunt you to and 
beyond your political grave. 

I urge you to study all the tables but 
above ~Jl else concentrate upon table 8, 
page 23, and table 4, page 38, covering 
take-home pay; they are an encyclopedia 
of valuable information. -

The graph on page 35 is a most in
.formative bit of evidence offer€d in con
demnation of H. R. 1 even with its many 
amendments and changes. 

Table 4, take-home pay, and table 
VIII follows: 
TABLE 4.-Comparison of spendable income 

under present law and under H. R. 1, as 
amended by the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for specified amounts of net income 

MARRmD PERSON-NO DEPENDENTS 

Net income be-

Spendabl<> income after 
tax 

fore personal ------.-------
exempt ion 

$1,200 ____ ---------
$1,500 _____ --------
$2,()()() _____ --- - ----
$4,000 ________ _ ----
$6,000 ______ __ - ----
$10,000 _____ -- -----
$25,000. ----- - -----$5!i,OOQ ___________ _ 
$100,000 ______ -----
$500.000. --- - --- - --$1 ,000,(100 ________ _ 
$5,000,000.--------

Present H. R. 1 as 
law amended 1 

$1, 162 
1,405 
1, 810 
3,411 
4, 955 
7, 815 

15,918 
25,205 
36,873 
92, 536 

160, 286 
~ 725, coo 

$1, 173 
1,433 
1, 867 
3, 529 
5,164 
8, 252 

17,734 
30, 164 
49,498 

157,926 
271, 176 

1, 177,176 

Increase in 
spendable 

income 
after tax 

under 
H. R.1 as 
amended 

Percent 
1.0 
2.0 
3.1 
3,5 
4.2 
5. 6 

11. 4 
19.7 
34.2 
70.7 
69. 2 
62.4 

1 Assumes taxpayer is under 65 ye.ars of age. 
2 Taking into accmmt maximum effective rate limita

tion of 85.fi percent. 

TABLE VITI.-Comparison between the estimated individual income-tax liability under present law and H. R.1, calendar year 1947 (with 
assumed income payments of $165,000,000,000) 

{Money amounts are expre.•~sed in miJlions] 

-'l'axable retUins Net income Tax liability under 1 Decrease in tax over present Jaw 

Present Jaw H.R.l Amount Percent 
Net incoll!e class 

(in thousands) 
Number a::te distri· Amount Bl!e distri· Percent- J>ercent- Simple lated~r~~n ,ltl teu fro~ Simple Ia ted from Jatedfrom 

bution bution Amount ar:e distri- Amount ave di<;tri- distri- smallPsl highest tli!itri· smallest highest 

Percent- Percent- ('u ~ Cumu Cumu· Cornu-

bution bution bution income in('()mt bution income inco:ne 
class dnss group jrroup 

----------r-----1----·-- ---------------------- -----------------------
~o to$!__________________ 6, 563, 742 14. 1 $5,087 4. 5 $343 2. 0 $240 1. 8 s 103 $103 $3, 696 2. 8 2, 8 100. 0 
$1 to $2 ____________ ------ 18,032, EGO 38. 6 26. 982 23. 6 2, 57\l 15. 3 1, 805 13. 7 774 877 3, 593 20. 9 23. 7 97. 2 
$2 to $."L------·---------- 12, 6!l6, 257 $3 to $4_ __________________ 5, 731, tG6 

27. 2 31, 441 27. 5 3, 163 18.8 2, 445 18. 6 718 1, 595 2, 819 19.4 43.1 76.3 
12. 3 19, 574 17. 1 2, 238 13. 3 1, 791 13. 6 447 2, 042 2, 101 12. 1 55. 2 56. 9 

$4 to ~5- - - -- - - -- ----- - ---- 1, 793. ~5 3. 8 7, 926 6. 9 1, OE6 6. 3 853 6. 5 213 2, 255 1, 654 5. 8 61. 0 44.8 
1----ll-------------------.------------------------

Total unde1 $5_____ 44,817,360 96.0 !Jl,OIO 79.6 9,390 55.7 7,135 54.2 2, 2.~5 ---------- ---------- 61.0 - - -- - ----- ----------
1== = ,1===1=== = =========== 

~0 to $10_ - ----------- - --
$10 to $25. _ ------- -- -----
~25 to $50 _______________ _ 
$50 to $100 ______________ _ 

$100 to $300 _- ------- - --- -1300 to $500 ___________ __ _ 
$500 to $1 .ooo ____________ _ 
$1,000 and over _______ ___ _ 

1, 213, 469 
1506,953 
102, 103 
34, 896 
8,096 

555 
287 
80 

2.6 
1.1 
.2 
.1 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

8,100 
7, liOO 
3,450 
2,419 
1, 250 

208 
195 
161 

7.1 1, 393 
6.6 2,030 
3.0 1, 4.46 
2.1 1, 321 
1.1 850 
.2 157 
.2 144 
. I 126 

8.3 1,114 8 • .5 
12.0 1, 628 12.4 
8.6 1,162 8.8 
7.8 1,065 8.1 
5.0 690 5.2 
.9 129 1.0 
.9 125 .9 
.7 113 .9 

279 2,534 1,441 7. fj 68. 5 39.0 
402 2,936 1,162 10.9 79.4 31.5 
284 3, 220 760 7. 7 87.1 20.6 
256 3, 476 476 6.9 94.0 12.9 
160 3,()36 ~20 4. 3 98.3 6.0 
28 3, 664 60 .8 99.1 1. 7 
19 3, 683 32 • 5 91).11 .9 
13 3,696 13 . 4 100. 0 .4 

Total over $5______ 1, 866,439 

Grand totaL______ 46, fl83, 799 

4.0 23,283 20. 4 7, 467 44.3 6, 026 45.8 1, 441 ---------- --------- - 39.0 -- - ------ - ----------
=====---================== 

100.0 114, 293 100. 0 16. 857 100. 0 13, 161 100.0 a 3, 696 ---------- ---------- 100.0 ---------- ----------

1 Norma l tax srirta11 and alternative tax on capital gains. 
2 Less than 0.'l5 percent. _ 
3 In addition to this loss of $3,696 million ther(' is a loss ol $140 million due to the $500 exemption for persons 65 years of a!!:e and over. The total loss under H. R . 1 therefore is 

estimated at $3,836 million . Insufficient data on persons now enjoying certain tax exclusions make it impossible to estimate this loss, although it is believed to be small. I 

Not E.-Fi!!"ures do not necessarily &dd to totals because of rounding. 
Source: Staff of the 1oint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
mvself five additional minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to refer 
now to one phase of the discussions that 
we heard so much about in connection 
with the _statistical data prepared by the 

staff of the Joint Committee on Taxation. 
This appears on page 12, table 13. You 
have heard much said about how these 
taxes in the past have stifled initiative, 
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how they have reduced to almost abject 
poverty the man in the upper brackets. 

Let us look at this table: In 1933 the 
number of persons in the net-income 
class $100,000 to $300,000 amounted to 
1,779. In 1947, after a steady climb 
through the years, and mind you, this is 
2 years after the war, too, it had grown 
to 8,096. 

The $300,000 to $500,000 net-income 
class grew from 141 in 1932 to 555 in 
1947-that is, 2 years after the war. 
The $500,000 to $1.000,000 net-income 

class grew from 81 in 1933 to 287 in 
1947. 

The $1,000,000 and over ·net-income 
class grew from 50 in 1933 to 80 in the 
year 1947. 

In nearly every instance, Mr. Chair
man, I respectfully call your attention to 
the fact that these classifications have 
grown consistently as the income-tax 
rate rose. Therefore, there was no such 
thing as a depressing effect as the result 
of taxes paid by the t axpayer. I submit 
the detailed table No. 13 of page 12 of the 
report: 

TABLE XXII.-The number of taxable individual and fiduciary income-tax ret1trns with net 
income over $100,000 by net income classes, actual tor 1933-44 and estimated tor 1947 

Net-income class 1933 1{!34 1935 1236 1938 1939 

guished. ·citizen who c~me there along 
with others, and they all wanted to know 
what will be the amount of profit be
fore we start producing for the national 
defense. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gent leman yield further? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield. 
Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman is 

certainly correct in what he has just 
said. 

Mr. DINGELL. I would not want to 
be incorrect or refuse my good friend 
from Michigan, because I say to him most 
sincerely that I have a very high regard 
for hitn. 

Mr. MICHENER. I thank the gentle
man. That is very nice. But you re
ferred to repealing restrictions under the 

·- --- - ------- ---- - - ------ Walsh-Healey, Act. I take ·~it the gentle-
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~ _because of the very things that were be~ 

Net-income class 1940 1941 1!!42 1943 1944 ________ .;..._ _______ , ____ , ____ ------------

l Estimated. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman. wUl the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield. 
Mr. FORAND. I simply want to call 

the at tent ion of my friend to the fact 
that in 1942 when we were actually at 
war there were 40 taxpayers in that in
come-tax group of a million dollars or 
over and that has actually doubled in 
5 years so that now it is 80. 

Mr. DINGELL. I am cognizant of that 
fact. It is absolutely correct. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
·the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I think ~the amaz
ing thing about the gentlem~n's state
ment is the vast increase shown which 
I think he said was from some few hun
dred to 8,000 in the $100,000 to $300,000 
bracket. I wish when the gent leman re
vises his remarks, since the $100,000 fig
ure undoubtedly represents the annual 
income of those who became million
naires in the interim period, he would 
compute all of these figures so that the 
Congress mtght have some idea of how 
many new millionaires have been created 
as the result of World War II and the 
income they have made therefrom. 

Mr. DINGELL. I do not know 
whether I can go into all that, but I will 
say that I have cited, as my friend un
derstands, net income, which, of course, 
in every instance means that after all 
statutory exemptions, deductions, and 
allowances have been made, tax is paid 
upon the residue, that is the income-tax 
classifl~ation. So it points well in the 
direction of created millionnaires. In 
that particular classification of $100 ,000 
to $300,000 net income, the number has 
increased during the period from 1933 
to 1947 from 1,779 to 8,096. That is not 
bad at all when you think of how they 

fared under this depressing, restrictiv~·: 
corrosive, and abusive tax system. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr; DING ELL. I yield. 
Mr. FORAND. Is it not a fact that 

table refers simply to net taxable income 
from the $100,000-and-up class and that 
the total shows that there will be in that 
group 9,018 taxpayers whose net taxable 
income will be over $100,000? 

Mr. DJNGELL. That is right. 
Mr. MICHENER. · Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DINGELL . . I yield. 
Mr. MICHENER. Is it not also true 

that most of the money made by these 
factories was made under the system 
practiced by the administ ration and that 
the cost-plus contracts were resnonsible 
for it so that as a matter of fact these 
large profits were the result of the way 
the people were permitted to operate and 
profiteer in many instances under the 
Government control and regulation dur
ing the war? I know cases, and the gen
tleman does, where the Government took 
all the chances and the manufacturer 
took all the profits. Now, we want some
body to take chances, and you cannot do 
it unless you reduce some of these taxes. 

Mr. DING ELL. Those incomes were 
permitted to grow up under the system, 
as the gentleman referred to it, during 
the war, but I remember only too well 
as we repealed certain restrictions in the 
Walsh-Healey Act and other acts on this 
floor, that the gentleman's party voted 
almost as a unit to abolish those restric
tions. I know, too, what happened when 
those people came before the Committee 
on Ways and Means with regard to 
amortization and with regard to rene
gotiation and how they howled and how 
they scowled about the restrictions of the 
administration. I remember one distin-

ing .done then.. , 
: Mr. DINGELL. ,Now, I appeal to my 

friend, let us not inject any portal-to-
-portal here. That had nothing to do 
with the wartime profits. Let us deal 
here with wartime . profits. It is con
ceded that in spite of all we tried to do 
to skim off the excess profits and with 
all that has been said about abuses of 
the taxpayer by the tax laws of this 
Democratic administration, the incomes 
of the taxpayers have grown consistently 
as the tax rates have been pushed up
ward by necessity. The repeal of excess 
profits and the forgiveness under the 
Rtiml plan vigorously pushed by the Re
publican Party helped to swell the num
ber of these higp-bracket taxpayers. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DING ELL. I yield to the gentle
ma::.1 from New York. 

Mr. LYNCH. Our distinguished friend 
from Michigan [Mr. MICHENER] has 
stated that these 9,000 pc;ople who have 
incomes of over $100,000 were the result 
of the controls. I wonder what would 
have happened if we had had no controls. 

Mr. DINGELL. God Almighty only 
knows what would have h appened then. 

Mr. MOl\TEQNEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield. 
Mr. MONRONEY. And the gentle

man from Michigan [Mr. MicHENER] 
failed to mention that the famous Ruml 
plan, the $8,000,000,000 booby trap which 
was rushed through here by Congress 
with the suppor t of his party, helped 
make many of those wartime million
aires. 

Mr. DINGELL. It had much to do 
with the increase in the 1947 returns and 
the raising of those classifications to 
astronomical proportions. 

Now, if you will p~rmit me, I would like 
to touch on one or two other things. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has again 
expired. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman. I 
yield the gentleman three additional 
minutes. . .. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I. 
want to particularly . plead with the , 
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membership of .ti1e House to make·a very 
careful stuay of this table on page 23 ot 
the report before you vote tomorrow. It 
will astound you if you can possibly 
digest the inequities contained in the 
chart. Of a total amoUht of 46,683,799 
taxpayers, 44,817,860, ·or 96 percent, will 
get 54.2 percent of the benefits under 
this bill. Oii the other hand, the 1,866,-
439 taxpayers, or 4 percent, will receive 
45.8 percent of the benefit. II this is 
justice and equity in a tax bill. I do not 
know the meaning of the words; and, as 
I have said here repeatedly, I have only 
been on this committee now for 14 years, 
and this just does not make sense or 
reason nor can I square it with my con
science when I look at the amount of 
benefit ·that is given the big fellow as 
compared with the individual who is 
trying to feed. clothe, educate, and bring 
up as decent citizens a family of two or 
three or more children. It is unbeliev
able that the majority would come in 
here with .a bill ·of this kind and try to 
jam it do\vn 'the throats of the member-
ship. . 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield. 
. Mr. KNUTSON. ·Does the gentleman 

mean to ten us that these little-income 
groups would be better ab_le to feed and 
clothe their families without tax reduc-
Uon? · · 

Mr. DINGELL. I mean that if you 
give them what amounts to about 22 
cents a week, which is aBout the price of 
a package of cigarettes where you have 
a State sales tax, which the gent~eman 
so ardently advocates, that it would not 
do him any ·good, and he could just a8 
well do without one package of cigarettes 
per week as a tax concession. 

I close as I started, by saying this bill 
is a $4,000,000,000 swindle. I beg you 
to send it back to the committee With 
instructions to give it as decent a burial 
as fits the deceitful environs !rom which 
it sprang. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, how 
does the time stand now? 

The CHAIRMAN. Tne gentleman 
from Minnesota has 1 hour and 28 min
utes remaining. The gentleman from 
North Carolina has 1 hour and 19 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. JEWAINSL 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that I may ex

. tend my remarks in the RECORD imme
diately following the speech of the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Ohio is recognized for 10 minutes. 
Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chair.

man, I am very much amused by the 
var ious . excuses that my friends on the 
right give with reference t9 certain 
phases of this bill. My good friend th:e 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. CooPER] 
devoted most of his time to the 30-per
cent reduction. He said iri effect that it 

was iniquitous. Yet he and every mem.;. 
ber of the committee, both Republicans 
and Democrats, voted for that 30-per
cent reduction. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I yield. 
Mr. FORAND. We voted to try to help 

the gentleman's committee perfect· a bad 
bill. . ~ 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. That is as 
good an excuse as you can make. The 
gentieman does not dispute the fact that 
he voted for the 3.0-percent reduction. 

Mr. FORAND. I will help perfect a 
bad bill every time. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I yield. 
Mr. DINGELL. While we thought the 

committee bill was bad, at the same time 
we tried to make it a little more palatable. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Yes; the gen
tleman wants to get in out of the rain. 
There were two amendments added to 
the bill. One was the 30-percent reduc
tion for the lower-income groups and we 
all voted tor it; and the other was an 
amendment giving some more favorable 
consideration to those above 65. I hope 
I might discuss that further. We all 
'\'oted for that. Not a single person vot
ed against those amendments. I think 
all the Republicans and many of the 
Democrats are going to vote for this bill 
tomorrow. 

You know, I was also very much im
pressed, as I said before, with what the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. CooPER] 
said about now iniquitous this legisla
tion was and how terrible it was going 
to be. . 

Do you know all we do in this bill, and 
let me impress this on you: All we do in 
the bill is to reduce the taxes as they are 
now levied by a bill that the Democrats 
themselves passed. The Democrats and 
New Dealers passed all the tax laws we 
are operating under. They fixed the 
schedules and the di.fferent gradations 
of taxes. We do not tear the structure 
down nor do we change the classes. All 
we do is to reduce the taxes of every 
single taxpayer in the United States and 
we do it just as methodically and scien
tifically as the present law was built. 

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman voted 
for every one of them, too. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Yes, I did; but 
I say it is their bill. What do we do in 
this bill? We do just two things~ You 
cannot find fault with our perfecting 
your bill. Every piece of legislation un
der which we collect taxes now was 
passed under a Democratic administra
tion. We come along and we say that 
we have just come out of a war. We say 

· it is time to reduce taxes and we tell the 
people we are going to reduce taxes. We 
proceed to reduce taxes by taking 20 per
cent off of everybody up to those who 
make $300,000 or more, and we take off 
10 percent from them. In addition to 
that we go back and say instead of mak
ing it 20 percent across the board we will 
do something for the small taxpayer. 
What do we do? We give them all a 30-
percent reduction. Thirty percent on 
what they are now paying. Mr. Chair
man, how much of a red:uction do you 
expect to give an · individual? Someone 

stands up here and sayS "Isn~ it awful 
that somebody only gets 22 cents a week 
.of a reduction. •• If he only pays. taxes 
at the rate of 70 cents a week, 22 cents a 
week would be a pretty good reduction. 
You cannot attack the fairness of any 
reduction plan if it reduces in the same 
proportion that it built up. If the man 
who pays $2,000 in taxes is not given any 
bet ter rate than the man who pays $30 
then there should be no accusation of 
unfairness. In this bill the man who 
pays two thousand is not given the same 
rate as the $30 man. The $30 man is 
_given a 30-percent reduction while the 
other man i&only given 20 percent. You 
cam~ot in fairness take all the income 
that the wealthy man has. We already 
take more than 80 percent of what he 
has. On the other hand we cannot take 
all the small man has. We are, in this 
bill, reducing the taxes of all as equitably 
as possible. 

If we confiscate all the income of the 
so-called rich we would not have very 
much compared to the volume of taxes 
collected. Seventy-five percent of all 
the taxes collected are below the $10,000 
leve1. It is the great middle class that 
pay the taxes. 

What do we do for them? In 1945 
we passed a tax-reduction bill. We voted 
for it and the Democrats voted for it. 
What was the result? We took 12,000,-
000 in the lowest brackets off the tax 
rolls. Twelve million peop-le went at! 
completely. How many people are af
fected by this 30-percent reduction? 
Eighteen million and six milliO-n more 
who are covered by the notch to which 
I shall refer-a total of 24,000,000 people 
get from a 2J- to 30-percent reduction. 
That is quite a reduction for that class 
of people. If a man only pays about $10 
a year in taxes, how much of a reduction 
can he expect? He gets a 33%-percent 
reduction under the new computation. 
That is a pretty good reduction. If you 
want to give him some more why do you 
not vote some more? Why did you Dem- · 
ocrats not {}ffer a motion in committee to 
make it 49 percent? No one rose up and 
said, "Let us make it 40 percent." You 
all voted for the 30 percent. every last 
one of you voted for the 30 percent, and 
you were gl-ad of that opportunity. I am 
glad you had that opportunity. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman. will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. No. I prefer 
to continue as my time is short. 

Mr. FORAND. The gentleman better 
not . . 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I shall yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I yield to the 
chairman of my committee first. 

Mr. KNUTSON. We have listened to 
the minority speakers and one would 
think they were in favor of taking all 

-taxpayers ofi the roll and paying them a 
bonus on top of that. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I now yield to 
the gentleman from Rhode Island. ' · 

Mr. FORAND, I will tell the gentle
·man why we did not offer anything in the 
committee, because of the way the com
mittee was ridden by the one man, We 



2664 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
- ~ . . • '· I 

MARCH 26 
did not stand a chance, and I will tell 
you more if you want -to hear it. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio . . I am sorry 
that the gentleman is aggrieved. It is 
almost childish to think that one man 
dominates the whole 25 members of the 
committee. I am sure that the gentle._ 
man from Rhode Island was not dom~ 
ina ted. 

Mr. FORAND. The gentleman knows 
that is true. 

Mr. KNUTSON. It is not even child
ish. 

Mr. FORAND. The record does not 
prove I am childish. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I am glad I 
yielded to the gentleman, but I ca-nnot 
yield any more. 

Let me talk seriously about this mat
ter. This is a very important matter, 
my friends. We are going to make a 
decision tomorrow whether we are going 
to reduce taxes before we provide for any 
debt payment. That is an imoortant 
question, · Now, I acknowledge and I ad
mit that is an important matter; that is 
an important proposition. There are 
many fine gentlemen on my· side of the 
aisle who have maintained consistently 
that we should ·pay something on the 
public debt before we reduce · taxes. 
Very well. If you would stand adamant 
on that proposition a"nd say you will 
never vote for a reduction in taxes until 
we pa-y the debt, why you will be here for 
fifty years, because we will not pay this 
debt in less than 50 years. It is so colos
sal we cannot pay it very soon. 

Now, why have we not paid something 
on the debt? Well, the Secretary of the 
Treasury can pay on the debt any time 
he wants to 1f he has the money~ I un
derstand that there are probably $2,000,-
000,000 of cash available that the Secre
tary of the Treasury could pay now on· 
the public debt. We in the Congress can 
not pay the debt. We can just pass 
legislation. We can pass legislation in
structing him that the next time a cer
tain issue of bonds comes due that he 
must retire them if he has .tile money, 
but we .leave that to him, and- he has 
plenty of money down there today that 
he can pay a substantial payment on 
the debt if he wanted to do it. But, ap
parently his policy is not to do it, not to 
want to retire the debt now. He said he 
does not want to reduce taxes now. 
What does he want to do? 

Well. now, then, listen to me. It has 
been brought out here that we reduced 
taxes at a certain time last year. Some
one said we reduced the taxes because an 
election was imminent; we reduced the 
taxes because an election was coming on; 
and so and so forth. But would it be 
wrong for me to say that the Secretary 
of the Treasury is waiting for next year, 
in 194:8, when he will come forward and 
recommend a reduction of taxes, and the 
Preside:1t will come on and recommend 
a reduction of taxes? They will most 
surely do so. Now, we can do this tax 
reduction today, gentlemen; we can re
duce the taxes today, and we can pay on 
the debt today. Why do we riot pay on 
the debt? I said before that is up to 
the Secretary of the Treasury. My good 
friend, the gentleman from North Caro-

lina [Mr. DauGHTON] said that the con
ferees having to do with the fixing of 
the budget had not reported yet; the 
gentleman and I and 18 others are on 
that conference committee. It has not, 
and it has not brought back a final re
port, but it will do so shortly. It must 
certainly recommend some figure be
tween six billion and four and one-half 
billion. The 108 Congressmen m-aking 
up this Budget Committee brought back 
a report here and they have recommend
ed a reduction in the budget of $6,000,-
000,000, and the House has accepted it, 
and most of you voted for· it. It passed 
overwhelmingly in this House. We cut 
the budget down $6,000,000,000. Why, 
the President himself recommended that 
we cut. the budget to some extent; I mean, 
his figures show it. The Presfdent's 
budget figures show what? They show 
a figure of thirty-eight and nine-tenths 
billion as probable r~ceipts and he rec
ommended expenditures of thirty-seven 
and one-half billion. That leaves a bal
ance of one and four-tenths billion right 
there in the President's own figures. 

Now then, what did the committee of 
108 recommend? What did you adopt? 
You adopted these figures. You said 
in effect -that we are going to have an 
income of $39,100,000,000. . 

Well, this same committee fixed ex
penditures at $31,500,000,000. You take 
$31,500,000,000 from · $39,100,000,000, and 
there is .$7,600,000,000 that we have al
ready found in this Congress by an over
whelming vote. Now then, if we pass 
this bill, it takes $3,800,000,000 off of 
taxes, and that leaves over $3·;000,000,000 
for payment on thc .debt. 

Now then, in addition to that, let me 
say this: The President, when he sent 
his budget up to us, gave no considera
tion to the $1,300,000,000 that we have 
saved since that time. Here is a saving 
of $1,300,000,000 which resulted when we 
reenacted the statutes applicable-to ex
cise taxes. ·You put that on the Presi
dent's balance of $1,400,000,000 and that 
gives you $2,700,000,000. What are you 
going to do this year? 

These experts that we have here, they 
are· not Democrats or Republicans; they 
are career men.· They tell us we are 
going to have an intake of $42,100,000,-
000: If we have an intake of $42,100,-
000,000 and can spend only $31,100,000,:. 
000, because we have agreed that that is 
all we are going to spend, then we will 
have $11,000,000,000 to work on. Suppose 
you take $1,000,000,000 of that off and let 
them have a leeway of $1,000,000,000. 
Let us bring it down to $10,000,000,000. 
It looks very much· as if we are going to 
have $10,0(JO,OOO,OOO to work on this year. 
Then why wait? Now is the time to 
reduce taxes. The taxes under this bill 
are reduced absolutely percentagewise, 
accurately, definitely, and fairly. If you 
want to say, "Well, here is a $5 man, 
he only gets so much," :i.f you want 
to give him more than 30 percent that 
is all right, but you can never fix it so 
we will not have small taxpayers. That 
will never happen. 

The argument has been made in the 
committee and in the press that we can 
forgive. the first part ~f 1947 and co-m-

mence to collect the taxes in July of 1947. 
You know what the trouble with that 
would be. If you are going to divide the 
year 1947 administratively it is almost 
impossible to do so, I am informed. Fur
ther. there are many people who mr.ke 
all their money in the first part of the 
year. All their earnings accrue in the 
first 6 months of the year. If you for
give these, then you have forgiven all of 
their tax. Them take the farmer, the cat
tleman, for instance. He makes ail his 
money in the fall of the year. If you for
give the first part of the year and assess 
the full percentage on the last part of the 
year, then YOU are making the cattleman 
pay on the full income but you are for
giving the man who operated in the first 
part of the year; that is not fair, it is not 
just, and it cannot be done administra
tively, except at a great deal of trouble, 
neither can it be done equitably. For 
that reason, I do not want anybody to 
be swept. off his feet by an argument, 
however plausible it might appear to· 
him, that he may see in the newspapers. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman· yield? 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. !'yield to thee 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I agree with the 
gentleman. It would simply mean an 
additional chapter of economic bull
whipping to our people, who have had 
enough of that kind of stuff. · · 
.. Mr. JENKINS of Ohio~ 'Exactly. It 
would just be a matter of impossible 
bookkeeping to whoever would partici
p~te -in it. 

To the new Members of Congress and 
those of you who have not given much 
attention. to tax laws, I am sorry to say 
that this bill is like all other tax bills in 
that taken litenilly and by its.elf you can
not learn much about it. In fact many 
of us who have had a great deal of ex
perience in handling tax bills are not 
m11ch better off than you are if we take 
this bill literally. However, I want to 
say that those responsible for the draft
ing of this legislation have adopted a 
plan that will not be complicated to fol
low if one would take the time to under
stand just what the plan is. 

For instance we have talked a great 
deal about a 30-percent rate on those 
whose taxable income is $1,000 or less 
and a 20-percent rate on those whose 
taxable income is greater than $1,000. 
But strange as it may seem neither the 
figures and words 30-percent cut and 20-
percent cut do not appear anywhere in 
this bill. In fact the $1 ,000 net income 
which seems to be a very important fig
ure is as a matter of fact not the im
portant figure because neither the 20 per
cent nor the 30 percent apply to the 
$1,000. These percentages apply to the 
tentative tax that must be paid by the 
individual. For instance, the real figure 
that plays an important part in these 
computations is a figure that, without 
tl1is legislation, would be the tentative 
tax of the taxpayer. For instance the 
tentative tax is established by computing 
20 percent <which is not the 20-percent 
cut that we refer to> on the net taxo..bJe 
income whatever it may be. If it is 
$1,000 the tentative tax is $200. If it is 
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only $500 -the tentative tax ··woUld be -
$100 and if it is $4.000 the tentative tax 
would be .$400. Under the bill which we 
passed in 1945 a deduction of 5 percent 
WEts allowed on the tentative tax in the 
t~ee cases above given, 5 percent of the · 
$200 or the $100 or the $400 referred to 
would first be taken. In the $200 ease 

·5 .percent would be $10.. That $10. would 
be deducted from the $200 and would 
be $190. That would be the present tax 
payable onder ·the present law. 

Under the bill which we .are .co.nsider
irlg today we are allowing a 30-percent 
deduction on this $190. This woUld 
amount to $57. We would then deduct 
this $57 from the $190 which would leave 
the figure $133. That would be the tax 
in this case that would be required· to be · 
paid under the bill now under eol"..sidera
tion. In that case the reduction would 
be $51. . _ 

This bill under consideration provides 
a 30-percent deduction on the tentative 
tax in all cases where the taxable in
come was $1,000 or less. If a man's tax
able income was $1.001, the rate of re
duction would only be 20 percent. · If we 

. were to go thrtlUgh the ·same arithmetic _ 
with t~ sum as we did with the $1,000 
we would find that the man who.se net 
taxable income is $1,001 would be com- . 
pelled. to pay $19.15 more than the man 
whose tax-able income was $1,'000. I:iJ. 
other words, for haVing the one extra. 
dollar he would be penalized to the ex .. . 
tent of $19.15. · ' 

I am g1ad to say. however, that in this 
bill proper. language ·has been ]lrovided 
to guard a-gainst that inequality. That . 
is what 1S 1·eferred ·to in tax language as 
a notch. The language in this bill pro
vides that a sliding scale should be es
tablished to operate upon net incomes 
between . $1,000 .and $1,395.83. It is at 
this la.st-named figure that the notch 
will run out. The formula established is 
to. ascertain the tentative tax just as we . 
did in the other EX9.Inple. that is, take 
20 percent of any figure between $1.000 
and $1.395.83 and take 20 percent off of. · 
that amount so as to establish a tenta
tive tax. Then deduct from that $67-
a.Il..d the remainder would be the actual 
tax to be paid under the present law. 
< Let us apply the arithmetic to this 

sum of $1,395.83 by taking 20 percent of 
it. The result would be $279.17. By sub
tracting $67 from this .sum the balance 
would be $212.17 and that would be the 
tax payable under that net income. 

Therefore on all net Incomes above 
$1,3S5.83 the tax would be found by tak
ing 20 percent of that amount which 
would be the tentative tax, and then 
t2.king 24 percent from the tentative tax. 
which would be the tax under the new 
bill. The reason for taking the '24 per
cent, as provided in this· new bill. is that 
20 percent taken after the 5 percent has 
been taken is the same as taking 24 per
cent. By doing this, the one computa
tion is saved. For instance, 5 percent 
from 100 is t~ and 20 percent of 951s 19. 
And 5 and 19 make 24. 

I am sorry that I cannot go further 
into detail in explaining this notch trans
action, but I wish to compliment those 
who have devised this plan, because it 

works out very a.Ccurately with the re
sult that everybody is treated alike. 

-I sincerely. hope that this legislation 
will pass and that it will not only be a 
great satisfaction to the overburdened 
taxpayers of the country, but I hope it 
will act as a stimulaJ"t to business and a 
s~.bi1izer to our economy. 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Chairman, I 
am very dclinitely in favor of H. R. 1. 
which is now being considered by the 
House, and SUPPOrt It with enthusiasm. 
'This bill not only ·relieves the payers in 
the lower-income brackets of consider
able tax burden but it also will stimulate· 
the fiow of rtsk -caJ)itai to finance an ex
panding economy ir ... the country. -

Too much emphasis cannot be .placed 
on the need for a stimulus to our expand
ing economy in order to meet the ever
present threat of in:tlation. I hope this 
measure will pass by a large vote and 
that there will not be too much delay be
fore it is enacted into law. Any delay 
would be detrimental to the best intereSts 
of the country because at _this ti.me it is 
especially necessary that our financial 
house be put in order by the reduction of 
taxes ~well as by the reduction of un
nece~ry Government expenditures. 

I am taking this opportunity, however, 
to direct the attention of the Members 
of this-body to. serious departure from the 
doctrine of separation of powers in our 
Government. It is the unnecessary and 
unwarranted delegation of legislative 
power to the Executive without adequate 
safeguards or standards to insure that 
the will and intent of the Congress is ob
served This fundamental error will be 
repeated uniil Congress asserts and 
equips .itself to perform once more the 
legislative function, rather than permit
ting it to go by default, sometimes mis
named delegation, to the executive de
partments. 

I am sure that every Member of Con
gress from time to time has found a con
stituent confronted by a Federal law, 
usually of a regulatory or tax character, 
which was "legislated'Y by some executive 
agency, rather than the Congress of the 
United states. It is appropriate that, 
with a new peacetime Congress and a new 
legislative reorganization act, we stop 
and take stock of these situations. They 
cannot be allowed to increase without a 
serious danger to the integrity of the 
Congress and our particular form of gov
ernment to which rule -by executive de
cree is abhon-ent. 

We 1:'Jl recognized that during the war 
period a variety of emergency regulations 
were necessary to mobilize our national 
efforts for the confiict. The delegation 
of the power to legislate .bY the Congress 
to executive agencies in such a situation 
may be a necessity. Likewise there are 
many problems of Federal Government 
in which the delegation of a legislative 
power may be necessary to a smooth and 
efficient functioning of the Congress and 
the other branches of the Government. 

Re-cognizing these realities. I have 
eome to the view that we have gone much 
too far in turning over our responsibilities 
for legislation to the executive depart
ments and agencies and that this un
checked practice has resulted in a large 

number of urinecessary abuses. We must 
reJ}ew our vigilance to· place severe lfmi- · 
tations upon this delegation of legisla
tive power where it is not necessary or 
where it has been subject to abuse. 

I wish to give point to my , remarks tn 
this connection by citing a particular ex
ample which. however homely and spe- -
cialized, illustrates the general problem. 

Some time ago some of my constituents 
_pointed out to me that an excise tax. 
originally im~JOSed as a luxury tax on toi
let articles, was being applied in .such a 
way-as to make taxable medicinal prepa
rations which arguably were beyond the 
purview of the taxing act. In this par
ticular case~ a. product known in common 
parlance as baby oil and lotion was the 
subject of a tax under section 2402 of the 
Internal Revenue Corle <26 U. S. C. A. 
2402). The provision of the statute read: 

SEC. 2402. Tax on toilet -pTeparations: 
(a) Tax: There is hereby imposed upor. the 

follo~ng articles sol~ at 1-eta.ll a tax equiva
len-t to 10 percent of the price lor whiCh .so , 
sold: PerfUmes, essences. e:xtr2cts. toilet wa:-.i 

ters, eosmeties,. petroleum Jellies, hair o.lls, , 
pomades. hair dressings, llair restoratives. 
hair dyes, aromatic cachous~ tollet powders,-
aild any .similar .substanc-e. artlete, OT prepa- ' 
xation, by what~ver nmne known or distin- ; 
gu"ish«l~ any of the a~ whteh are used or ' 
applled or intended to be used ar appllecl for . 
toilet purposes. 

Although it seemed to me that the Ian- · 
gl.Iage of the statute would deny any at- ' 
tempt of Congress to .tax baby oil as an 
article similar to the specific products 
mentioned because of its .medicinal char
acter and limited use to newborn infants, : 
I decided to check my layman•s impres- · 

. sion with the authorities. · · 
First, I sent a let-ter to 3,262 hospitals~ 

in the United States which repmted more; 
than 190 births .annually, enclosing a ' 
card -with the following questions: ~ 

1. Is baby oil or lotlon generally used for . 
newborn infants In ycntt institution? 

2. Is baby oil or lotion genera1ly _ecnsid-' 
ered by your staff a necessity 1n the eare cf 
newborn Infants? 

.3. Is the use of baby oll or lotion generany· 
recommend~ by your staff to mothers when 
they leave your institution? 

These questions were framed to ascer
tain whether the medical profession con- 
sid.ered baby oil or lotion a medical 
necessity in the care and treatment of 
infants or whether they classified this 
article as a cosmetic or a lt'OOll'Y. The 
c~.rd provided also a place for the signa
ture and position of whoever answered 
for the hospital. The replies came in 
promptly and 1n volume, and no card 
was listed which was not signed. In all, 
·2,640 replies have been received and the · 
questions were answered as follows: 

1. Is baby oil or lotion gen-erally used for 
newborn lnfan ts in your institution? 

Yes. 2,512; no. 121; no answer, 7 .. 
.2. Is baby oil or lotion generany consid

ered by your stafi a necessity in the care o! 
newbom infants? 

Yes. 2,496; no. 138; no answer. 6. 
3 . . Is the use of baby oil or lotion generally· 

recommended by y.our staff 1io mothers when. 
they leave your institution~ 

Yes, 2.416; no. 166: no answer. 58. 
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·These· replies ·clearly-indicate' that-do-c-- · .should be-considered, as necessiti-es. 'f-Nor -

t~rs _consider baby oil OLlotion a neces- - would I ask this· body to pass a -special -
s1ty m the care- of newborn infants- and legislative exemption · for a product· be-. 
whose judgment could be better? Cer- cause it happens to be manufactured in 
tainly not the employees of the Internal my district. But I do seriously object 
Revenue Department who insist that the to the loose inclusion of an omnibus cate
parents of babies must pay a tax· on this gory of items which are to be declared 
important medication. taxable by the Bureau of Internal Reve-

_Next, ·I reported my findings to the nue merely because it fe.els that they are 
Treasury Department, requesting their similar to the products named. 'such a 
cpnsideration of the removal of baby oil practice results in the passing over of 
from the class of taxable products in the such questions of policy as the one in
light of the information I had made avail- valved here: Will the Congress levy a 
able to them or which they could obtain sales tax on a medicine which is a neces-
by checking my sources. sity for every family with an infant; will 

The reply was that- Congress tax a necessary medicine as it 
There is no provision in the present law taxes a cosmetic? These are questions 

under which a baby oil • • * or other for Congress to decide: not the Commis
p~oduct used as an adjunct to the toilet or in sioner of Internal Revenue. 
the care of the body, may be exempt from the This may be considered by some as a 
tax because it may be considered a necessity or minor matter; limited to its specific 
ntay also have or be held out to have a me- sphere, it is minor; but the general prin
dicinal value: ciple of preserving a separation of powers 

Leaving to one side the questionable is as important as our form of Govern
character of this opinion.of.. the Bureau. ment. Hence, I urge the Ways and 
of Internal Revenue in the light of de- Means Committee at an early date to 

· cided cases by the higher Federal courts- present the c-ongress such measures as 
borrowing the words of Justice. Cardozo _ will cure existing situations and guard 
s·ee, for example, Sharp-& Dohme v. Lad- against future developments of this . 
ner <82 F. 2d 733 <CCA Pa. 1936)-this character. No matter . how muc,h we 
experienc_e has convinced me. that a se- may choose to pass the buc.k to the 
rious abuse of the doctrine of separation_. executive departments to determine how · 
of powers is involved and that steps and in what manner the laws we pass 
should be... taken by the Congress_ at the shall be applied, we should not continue a 
e.ar!iest moment to correct this and simi- system of taxation by administrative-
Jar abuses. decree. 
. Certainly, it is delegation running riot, ·- One may read the cases in which the -

in the famous case outlawing the NRA Federal court has reviewed the applica-
for the Congress of the United ·states. t~ . tion of this act and see- the extent to 
leave-it between the Bureau of Internal which this general delegation can be 
Revenue and. the courts .. _ to determine ... pushed without judicial check and how 
what products are. to be the subject of . · the courts, without too much success, 
an excise tax . . Yet, in practice this is have _str~ined to develop judicial stand
what has happened with congress listing.. ards m heu of the absence ·of legislative · a few specific articles as taxable:..and.del.e-. sta~dards .. In this ·situation - Congress_ 
gating to the Executive the power to tax abdtca~e~ _1t~ Pl'?Pe~. responsibili~y; it 
hundreds of other products which it may delegated 1ts legrslat1ve· pow:er· ~Ithout .. 
determine as included in the language adequate standards ?r directiOn; 1t per
any similar substance, article, or prepa.- petrated~ a~. a practrcal J?a~ter, a mod
ration, by whatsoever name.knQwn or dis- e!n a~J?llcatwn of the pri~ciple o~ taxa- . 
tinguishc:d~ The only standard impos.ed t10n Without rep:esentation, wh1ch we
is that the product so declared-be m:ed or thought we ha~ l'ld ourselves-of as early. 
applied or intended to be used. or.. applied as the DeclaratiO~ of Independence. 
for toilet purposes. That is either poor . H_?w can we, With the necessary con
legal draftsmanship or a deliberate effort · v!ct10n, per~o!m the ;much needed func
to pass over to the Executive determina- t10n of pohcmg arbitrary and unwar
tions of tax policy, general and specific, ranted abuses by the executive agencies 
that Congress ought to make as the rep- when, as a Congress, . we give ~hem a 
resentatives of the people elected for that blank? check to ~etermme what 1s to be 
purpose - taxed. I submit that one of our first 

· . . tasks of this Congress in dealing with 
I. ha~e no obJectlO~ to the levy of an the taxing and revenue laws is to lo

~xcise ~ax on the spec1fic products named cate every instance in which the power 
m se~t10n 2402 of the Inte!nal_ Reyenue to tax and to determine what is to be 
Code, par _would I have any obJectiOn ~o taxed has been delegated in general 
t~e ex~,~nswn of_that levy on many addi- · terms, to initiate those studies necessary 
tion~l It.ems which Congress, after ade- to a legislative ·determination by can
q~a~~~ study. see& fit to determine . as gress rather than some employee of the 
Wit~m the general category ~f tmlet Bureau of Internal Revenue, and finally 
articles. and, hence, prope~ly m~lu~ed to inaugurate those practices and pro
~long With perfumes, cosmetics, hair mls, cedures of legislation which whatever 
po~ades, toilet w_aters, hair dressi~gs, else they accomplish, at lea~t result in 
hair dyes, aromatic cachous, and toilet taxing those things the legislative body 
powders. I am not even sure how I determines should be taxed and omitting 
would vote upon 9, proposition to broaden those things from taxation which a wise 
this category of product subject to ex- national legislative policy would exempt 
cise taxes in this field to include certain from the taxing power. 
particular products which were pri- It is only by a studied and undramatic 
marily medicinal ·in their nature and effort to do the job we are elected to do 

rather-tharrpassit'Over to ·the Executive · 
that· the integrity and efficiency of the 
legislative process will be maintained . .;. 
Let the Congress recapture its respon
sibilities and call a halt to the process of 
government by executive decree, lest our 
system of government lose yet another 
hallmark that distinguishes it from the 
totalitarian states. 

D/.Cr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, . I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
genJ;leman from Michigan [Mr. MICH
ENER], 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS] has 
just made what seems to me to be an 
unanswerable argument in favor of the 
passage of this bill. There was no 
rancor, no acrimony, no political bias. 
In short, as a member of the tax com
mittee for many years, he speaks from 
experience and his remarks. do and 
should carry weight. 

The debate has demonstrated that the 
membership of the House may be divided 
into three categories so far as this bill is 

. concerned: _ 
First. Those who believe that tax· re

ductton at this time_will he advantageous ._ 
not only to the recipients, but to the gen
eral economy of the country~ . and who 
accept this proposal as the most lil{ely · 
tax aid at the moment. _ · . 

s~cond. Those who are diametrically 
oppDsed to any tax· reduction until the 
budget has been balanced and. a substan
tial payment made on the national debt . . 

Third. That part of the minority ' 
which views with suspicion· any- legisla. ... 
tion. which.seems-to·. have the unitetl.~sup- · 
port of the majority. _ This might be . 
called a politically partisan group. 

Mr. Chairman, no one liltes to pay 
taxes; yet without taxes. the Government: _. 
.cann:ot .operate .. In the finaLanalysis,Jt. 
is just a question of how the taxes· are to 
be levied. I have always entertained the 
view that the built of the taxes .should be . 
borne by those most able to pay. This 
does not mean that because a man-starts 
at the bottom in economic life and by 
hard work, frugality; and fair dealing 
succeeds financially, he should be pun

·ished, because he has contributed to the 
success of the country and has furnished 
jobs, employment, and a livelihood to 
many of his fellow citizens. 

I hope there are none among us who 
would demagog _and insist that the 
large income taxpayer is not paying at 
least his fair share ~t this time. When 
we recall that the tax collector takes as 
much as 86 perc;:mt of the taxable income 
of those in the highest brackets today, 
we must wonder just what the incentive 
is, inspiring these taxpayerE: to continue 
to risk their capital and hazard what 
they have in otder to pay more tax~;.•s. 
It may be popular in certain quarters to 
demagog, but in peacetime consideration 
must be given to any policy that makes 
for more employment, more production, 
and more pay checks at the end of the 
week. · The free enterprise system has 
made the payment of very large taxes 
possible. We must not destroy that sys
tem. 

The Chairman, this .bill does not pro
vide a 20-percent reduction s-traight 
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across the board. It does provide a 2il
percent reduction ()f all who pay taxes, 
but it provides ·a 33 ~ per~ent reduction 
for those with the smaller incomes. The 
principle of ability to pay finds expres
sion in this bill. If we delay the reduc
tion oi income taxes until the national 
debt has been paid, it wlll mean paying 
the pTesent rate of taxes for more than a 
hl.!!!.d:red years, because no one conceives 
that the present debt wl ll.be liquidated 
before that time, if the obligation Cl-eated 
·ty the debt is honestly met in acc()rdance 
with the American way of doing tblngs. 
Our bonds always have been and always 
wm be good so far as repudiation is 
coneern€d. . 

Mr. Caairman. the .members of the 
Ways and Means Committee have ·pre
sented an admirable report accompany
ing this biil. Anyone reading that re
port must be convinced of the souqdness 
of this proposal. I came to Congr€Ss 
at the ci.OEe of World · War I and pa,rtici
pated in tax reductions between ·1920 
and 1900. On August 3.1~ 1919. tne na
tional debt was $26;ooo,ooo,ooo. This was 
reduced a biltion dollars a year until 
1929, yet the eoonomy of the country im
proved, the inenmes increased, and as 
income increased there was moTe inrome 
to tax and the Ireasu17 was the bene
ficiary. This was history repeating itself, 
and I predict that the reducing of these 
taxes \Vill be most beneficial not only to 
the sm8Jl taxpayer in the amount of 
money he is relie-ved from paying to the 
Government. 'but also because of the ad
ditional business resulting from the use 
of money invested in industry- rather 
than being sucked from industry and ex
pended by wasteful administration of 
government. . 

This is not a political bill. and it is to 
be regretted that so much pulttleal heat 
has been generated by those who are 
app~rent1y more inclined to think in 
terms of politic..> than in terms of the 
welfare of the count-ry. This group, how
ever, sh1:>uld not and will not dominate. 
When the final roll is called, if I do not 
miss my guess, this bill, as written. will 
reeeive an ove:whelming endorsement by 
the House. aU this criticism and -po1iti
C2'J harpooning to the contrary notwith
st8.nding. 

M:!·. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas fMr. MILLS]. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chainnan, ordi
narily, one desires ·to place himself with 
the group recommending tax red-actions. 
This certainly is the desire of every 
Member of Cong?ess, I am SU!.""2. It is 
p1·oper that we be fa vOTable to the inter
ests of taxpayeTs at all times when cir
cumstanees wi11 pennit. Therefore, I 
wish that I coul-d -appear touay advocat
ing some type 1:>f tax reduction. How
e7er, I have been unable t1:> justify in my 
own mind any a-ction other than that 1:>f 
cmnonit ion to this bill. P3rhans the rea
oonmg that prompted this result may be 
of int e.reEt to you as you struggle with 
the problem of deter l:ni!lJng your own a<:
t:ion on the roll ealls to fol1ow. 

In the past I began thinki!'..g in terms 
of · reliueed Government e~nditures, 
balanced budgets. and debt retirement. 

During tbe war I longed 'for the moment 
when eireu.mstanees would permit 11. dis:. 
eontinuanee of staggering wartime ex
penditures -and 'Sacrifices. I longed . for 
the time when ch·eumstanees would per
mit exnenditures of ·,Government to be 
te.ss than receipts. of Government. I 
longed for the day when circumstances 
would permit the Gnvemment to begin 
substantial yearly -repayments of the 
.ammmts .it hatci borrowed from its tax
payers and other citiZens. . 

·Dnring the adjournment of the Con
gress . I began to think in terms of the 
immediate arrival 'Of that daY. My Re
publican 'colleagues had been elected to 
congressional leadership on the apparent 
piomise of a balanced budget, debt re
tirement~ and tax reduction.. 11·.ecaUed 
their party. platform of 1.944, which. in 
part, says; 

We <Shall maintain the value of the Ameri
can dollar .and regard the payment of the 
Government d.ebt as an obligatlan of honor 
which :proh1btts an-y policy hmrling -to the de
preciation of the currency.' We shall reduce 
that debt as soon as economle conditions 

· make such 11eduction possible. 

The present Congress convened amid 
the shouts of my coUeagues· announcing 
a drastic reduction in the President's 
budget requests. The Legislative Budget 
Committee wie!ded the ax-$6.000,000,-
000 in reductions w.ou1d be accomplished. 
I need not take your time now to discuss 
what has happened to the legislative 
budget. Tnere is no legislative 'budget to 
look to in determining possible expendi
tures of Government for the fiscal year 
1948. All that remains is the President's 
sta tement that budgetary needs will 
equal thirty-seven and one-halt billions. 
The loss -of -the legislative budget w.ould 
not be so alarming if we could find evi
dences of its presence in the workmgs 
of the Appropriations Committee. It is 
alarming, however', when we seek a trend 
indicating it£ presence in the appropria
tions 1·ooms. and do not find even the 
trend. · 

What is the record? Have we discard
ed the idea of accomplishing such l·educ
tions in expenditures as are necessary to 
baiance the budget, provide repayments 
on om· debt, and provide tax reductions? 

The House has considered two supply 
appropriation bills. The sharp ax, of 
which we have heard, w.as not used. Tbe 
dullest of pocket ln1ives appears to have 
been the weapon to which my friends had 
easiest access. R'Zrluctions so far. if they 
are to be considered as a pattern by which 
the remaining supply bills. including 
Army, Nav"Y, veterans, and farmers, are 
ro be "butchered," -mean a total .cut in 
the President's thirty-seven and one-half 
billion ®liar request oi -one and one-ha1f 
billion dollars. Instead, therefore~ of 
spending thirty-seven and one-h;alf bil
lion. we will spend in fiscal year 1948 
tl:\irty-:six billion, judging by the record 
.so far made. 

The highest estimate of tax return on 
present rates- is thirty-nine an:d .one
tenth billion. This would mean a sm
plus in fiscal year 1S4B of three and o:ne
tenili billi-on. That would be a worth
while repayment on the public debt. It 

might be sufficient even to allow some 
reduction in some of the admittedly un
just excise ta-xes. 

Under our present procedure, however, 
it is not to be used for these purposes. 
This sm·plus is to be returned to the tax
payel"s and we are to continue in 1u;cal 
19~8, with our Republican friends in con
trol 'Of Congress, the policy of deficit 
fii~ancing which they have in thz past 
so deplored. · If this is not a true state
ment of facts, I challenge any Member 
.of the majority, in his own time, to show 
the House and the 'country how you will 
eut the President's budget so as to pro
vide for both this tax reduction and sub
stantial debt retir€ment. Whei·e wi1l you 
cut? Will :You cut the Army and Navy? 
If so, bo.w much? Will you cut the vet
erans? If so. how much? wm you cut 
the farmers? If so, how much? Unless 
these facts are developed in this debate, 
we can -only_' assume you will . not cut 
enough to provide for both H. R; 1 and 
debt repayment. We must also assume 
that the sponsors of H. R. 1 are more in
terested in political eA'J)ediency than in 
maintaiD..ing a sound fiscal policy by Gov
ernment. "'Only a solvent America can 
help meet the postwar problems of t he 
world." Those are not my words. They 
are yours in the supplemental views of 
the RepubliCan minority on the revenue 
bill of 1945. Did you mean then by "sol., 
vent America', an America borrowing 
money to meet current expenses in peace
time? 

No, Mr. Chairman. the facts are not 
on the side of those who sponsor this dis· 
criminatory patchwork of political du
plicity. Your own majority report indi
cates the struggles you had in trying to 
write something to justify reducing taxes 
now. 

Your r~port assumes a I€duction in 
the President's budget oi either $4,S00,-
000,00u or $£,000,000,000. It assumes 
continued high employment. high na
tional income and Ligh capacities to 
pay taxes. But you give as one of the 
reasons for. passing this bill the predic
tion that a recession will occur in late 
1.947 or 1948 and taxes must be eased 
for that occurrence b.efore its appear
ance. F.or bow much recession are you 
leg.i.s!atil;lg? Will not the anticipated 
revenues .on which you attempt to justi
fy this legislation then be considerably 
less? Or do you reason; as has been your 
party's fault in the past, that these t ax 
savings given in the upper brackets will 
trinkle down to the jobless through the 
ganerosity of the .managerial brains? 

I qave read your r eport where YQU 
state in effect that these tax savings of 
approximatelY· $111,000 on each net in
come of $!,0Co.eoo will be used to create 
jobs for the joble3S, to produce additional 
goods at a time of shrinking pru·chasing 
power and market. You reason that 
these tax savings in the upper brackets 
wm Eave us from depression by merely 
b.eing utilized to produce more goods at a. 
time when restricted markets cause less
elling of national income. This t-ype of 
reasoning generally occurs when one 
COlli"'!ts votes as he considers legislation. 
I trust my friends will advise us as to the 



2668 CONGRESSIQNAL RECORD-HOUSE MARCH 26 
reason for the illogicalness of their re
port. Perhaps my friends have not re
covered from the shock of finding them
selves in position of leadership. It is 
to be assumed that tax reduction could 
not be delayed for fear that the idea 
would be forgotten later by this new in
experienced Ways and Means Commit- . 
tee leadership as it struggles to produce 
a program of work. 

Let 1.,1s now turn to the assumption of 
our friends on the majority that there 
will be sufficient reductions in expenses 
for both tax reduction and substantial 
rep·ayment on the public debt. One al
ready knows from what has been said 
the type of assumption I think this to be. 
However, if we do cut taxes, we should 
be concerned as to how we do the job. 
Should not our handiwork still permit 
of adequate revenues after its enact
ment? Should it not be equitable in its 
treatment of different income groups? 
Should it not be so written as to help 
maintain large consumer markets so 
essential to high-level production and 
employment? Should it not provide for 
simplicity in administration and in com
pliance? Should not the responsible 
committee be concerned ov-er the reac
tion of all segments and individuals to 
its handiwork? Should . not the com
mittee consider reduction of individual 
rates together with all other taxes so as 
to avoid possible defeat of its purpose by 
overlooking some other deterrent to in
centive. 

Mr. Chairman, H .. R. 1 does not qualify 
by these standards. 

The sound approach to this whole 
question of postwar tax revision is to 
make a comprehensive study of the en
tire Federal tax system, including indi
vidual taxes, corporate income taxes, 
estate and gift taxes, and excise taxes. 
Such a study should aim at equitable 
adjustments, incentive e_fiects, and sound 
economical administration under peace
time conditions. If your committee had 
proceeded in this direction, it would haye 
saved you many of the pitfalls you will 
find in the pathway of support of 
H.R.l. 

Many amendments are needed to the 
Revenue Code as a·result of the accumu
lation of many structural, administra
tive, and procedural tax problems aris
ing since the Revenue Act of 1942. These 
amendments have nut been passed be
cause they would have resulted in sub
stantial loss to the Treasury in wartime. 
The passage of H. R. ·1 prevents the 
committee approving these amendments. 
· The Treasury and the staff of the 

Joint Committee on · Infer-nal Revenue 
are now, and have been, studying such 
problems as the double taxation of divi
dends, the treatment of family incomes, 
and many others, ihcludintrwartime ex
cess rates. Excise taxes as a class fail 
to meet the standard, of ability to pay. 
We should review these taxes and revise 
many of them before we finally pass back 
to the taxpayer his reductions.- They 
certainly are not less important than the 
reduction of the tax on a million-dollar 
income by $111,000. 

Even if we are to reduce individual 
income-tax rates . without such a study, 
the pattern of H. R. 1 is unsound. 

The majority report asserts that the 
same percentage cut of tax liability is 
equitable on the assumption that the 
present burden of distribution is equi
table. Nothing could be more fallacious. 
H. R. 1 completely destroys the present 
system of progression in the individual 
income-tax rates and serio"usly -under
mines the ability-to-pay formula that has 
been in our income-tax structure since 
1913. Income tax is based en a technical 
system of percentage points in each tax 
bracket of income. Thus, a 30-percent 
reduction of a 20-percent tax rate in the 
first half of the first braclcet is a reduc
tion in rate of only 6 percentage points, 
but a 20-percent reduction of an 80-per
cent tax rate is a 16-percentage-point re
duction in rate. Even a 10%-percent re
duction of an 80-percent tax rate is an 
8.4-percentage-point reduction in rate . . 
It is, therefore, very obvious that a flat 
across-the-board percentage cut, or a 
modification thereof as proposed by H. R. 
1, actually cuts the top-tax brackets for 
more steeply and thereby reduces the 
progression in the top brackets and gives 
rise to the feeling on the part of those 
in the low brackets, that we · h-ave aban
doned the formula of ability to pay. 

In addition, H. R. 1 reduces the war
time percentage point rates · of taxation 
in the higher brackets by a greater per
cent that it reduces them in the lower 
brackets. Those in the upper braclcets, 
therefore, are relieved of their responsi
bilities to repay the war debt by a 
greater percent than are other taxpayers. 
For example, a married person with no 
dependent5 and a net income of $4,000 
would pay almost 1C times as much tax 
under H. R. 1 as in the prewar year 1939. 
A person with a net income of $5,000,-
000 would p~y less than 1 percent more 
taxes than in 1939. It is interesting to 
study the chart on this point, which, · by 
inadvertence I feel sure, is not included 
in tl)e ·majority report in support of 
H. R. 1. 

· TABLE 1.-Comparison 'of amounts of indi
vidual income taxes in '1939 with highest 
taxes ajtm· all wartime increases, present 
taxes and taxes under H. R. 1 as reported to 
the House · 

MARRIED PERSON.-NO DEPENDENTS 

Net income 
before 

persona L 
exemption 

Taxes in 
19391 

Highest 
taxes 

after all 
wartime 
in~rcases 

P[~:~ t Taxes 
after rc· und13r 
duetiom H.~· 1. 

under reported 
Revenue to the 
A1~~f . House 2 

-----1----1----------
$6()() ___ _____ __ ----------

I $3 ---------- ---····-·· $1,000 ________ ---------- 15 ---------- ----------
$1,5.00 ________ ---------- 130 $9!i $67 
$2,000 ________ ----"----- 245 100 133 
$2,500 ________ ---------- 360 285 228 
$3,000 •• :_____ $8 
$4,000________ 44 

475 380 304 
7?5 589 471 . 

$5,000________ 80 975 798 638 
$8,000________ 248 
$10,000_______ 415 

1, 885 1, 577 1, 262 
2, 585 2, 18.5 l, 748 

$25,000_______ 2, 489 10, 295 9, 082 7, 26fi 
$50,000.._____ 8, 869 27. 585 24, 795 19, 836 
$100,000______ 32, 469 69, 435 63, 128 50, 502 
$500,000__ __ __ 304,144 443, 895 407, 465 342, 074 
$1,000,000.--- 679,044 000, 000 839, 715 728, 824 
$5,000,000 .. ••. 3, 788.994 4, 500, ()()() 4, 275. 000 3, 822, 824 

1 Assumes maximum earned net income. 
2 Assumes texpayer is under 65 years of age. 

TABLE 2.-Tax decreases}rom highest wartime 
levels under Revenue Act of 1945 and under 
H. R. 1, as reported to the House, compared 
with highest wartime increases in taxes 
from 1939 

MARRIED ~ERSON-NO DEPENDENTS 

Net income 
before 

pet:sonal 
exerejJtion 

.s 
Tax de- I~ 

creases from o 
Tax decreases h~ghcst war· .§ .... 
from highest ti~c levels ~~ 

wartime as percent· 1:> • 
levels a_gcs or the ~ ~ 

highest war- o :>. 
time in· 1=1.0 
creases .g~ --:-.;,------- ~ s :o ,...:-£~ Q;)O ~ .. .£c:o.t ~ .~ 

o... ~al5S ~... ~al&l Ol~ p:;o .<->::~ p:;o ...... :;) tJ.. 

-< ~ 8.~ -< ~ s~ ~:g 
• ~~lC E>£11> ~o~ Z~o ~= 
-gg~ 'g~.:; 'g§~'g~£ ~ 
::.> p ::.> p P-< 

----,1------------
$a· 

Pet. Pet. 
$600_- ____ : _~ $3 $3 100.0 100.0 $1,000 ________ 15 15 15 100. (] 100.0 $1,500 ________ 130 35 63 26.9 48. [l 
$2,0')0 __ ______ 245 55 112 22.4 45.7 $2,500 ________ 360 75 132 20.8 36.7 
~3,000 ____ ____ 467 95 171 20.3 36. (j $4,000 ________ 681 136 2-54 20.0 37.3 
~5,000 ________ 895 177 337 19.8 37.7 
~8.ooo _______ . 1, 637 308 023 18.8 38. 1 
$10,000 ____ ___ 2,170 4.00 837 18.4 38.6 
$25,000 .. -- - -- 7, 806 1, 213 3, 029 15.5 38.8 
$50,0()0 ___ : ___ 18, 716 2, 790 7, 749 14.9 41.4 
$100,000 _____ _ 30, 96G G, 307 18,933 17.1 51.2 
$500,000 ____ - .. 159,751 36,430 101,821 26.1 72.9 
$1,000,000 ____ 220,956 60,285 171,176 27.3 77.5 
$5,000,000 ____ 711,006 225,000 677, 176 31.6 95.2 

1 Assumes maximum earned net income in 1939. 
~Assumes taxpayer is under 65 years of age. 

0.09 
.09 

21.6 
23.3 
15.9 
16.3 
17.3 
17.9 
19.3 
20.2 
23.3 
26.5 
24.1 
46.8 
50.2 
63.6 

The unfairness of H. R. 1 can also be 
seen by comparing the reduction in effec
tive rates as between single persons, 
married persons with no dependents, and 
married persons with dependents. Let 
us assume a net income before personal 
exemptions and see what the reduction 
in the effective rate for each group is. 
At $2,500 the effective rate for a single 
man is reduced by 3.04 percentage points; 
for a. married nian with no dependents 
·the effective rate on the same amount is 
reduced by 2.28 percentage points; for a 
married man with two dependents the 
effedive rate on the same amount is 
reduced by 1.14 percentage points. 

Let us take $5,000 net income before 
personal exemption. For the single man 
the effective rate is reduced by 3.69 per
centage points; for the married man wlth 

·no dependents ·the · effective rate is re
duced by 3.19 percentage points; for the 
married man with two dependents the 
effective rate ~s reduced by 2.36 percent
age points. The sponsor of H. R. 1 will 
have the effective rate on his salary re
duced by 5.08 percentage points, while 
the married taxpayer with two depend
ents will have the effective rate on his 
$12,000 . reduced by 4.18 percentage 

· points. All of this is set forth in the 
tables accompanying the majority report. 

It is my understanding that certain of 
those sponsoring H. R. 1 are single. I 
do not object to them looking after the 
interests of single taxpayers, but ordi
narily, in the pa&t, we have shown greater 
concern over the married taxpayer with 
dependents on the assumption that his 
burdens are heavier. It will be said that 
these facts are true because the married 
man with dependents pays less tax-:
therefore, 20 percent of his tax is less. 
Yes, that is true, but the fact stul re-



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 2669 
mains that H. R. 1 gives tax relief with
out regard to the need for tax relief. 

Furthermore, H. R. 1 increases spend
able income in a manner not calculated 
to ease any possible shrinkage in pur
chasing power by providing greater in
creases in the higher brackets. For ex
ample, it would increase spendable in
come after taxes for a married person 
with no dependents with a net income 
of $1 ,200 by 1 percent; with $6,000 by 
4.2 percent; with $100,000 by 34.2 per
cent; with $1 ,000,000 by 69.2 percent. To 
say the least, this does not mean two 
cars in every garage of those in the lower 
brackets. Their income cannot be in
creased by greater amounts because the 
report of the majority points out it is 
necessary for large percentages to be 
given in the upper brackets so they can 
speculate. I assume this would also mean 
speculate in the markets. New specu
lators could bring on another situation 
such as we had last fall in portions of the 
agricultural produce market. This is 
certainly not the type of broader markets 
nor incentives I desire created by tax 
reductions. 

Such reductions as are made by H. R. 
1 in the ta~ liabilities of those in the 
upper brackets cannot be used to create 
new jobs now. This objective of the bill 
is defeated by present full employment, 
scarcity of raw materials, and other de
terents to incentive in the law and not 
covered by this bill. No more automo
biles can be produced by such reductions. 
No more washing machines, radios, 
houses, or other items now scarce, be
cause of shortage of materials and labor, 
will be available by the passage of H. R.l. 

Simplification of tax returns has been 
the great desire of the public since the 
material increase in the number of tax
payers occurred. Even now, in spite of 

·the withholding system and the supple
ment T-tax tables, technicalities of fil
ing income-tax returns and estimates 
are confusing. Our present forms and 
instructions reflect the provisions of the 
Individual Income Tax Act of 1944, which 
had simplification as the sole objective. 
Our wartime experience with a broad
based income tax has clearly indicated 
the need for tax-return forms and in
struct!ons which are easily understood 
and which require the minimum number 
of computations. Instead of providing 
for greater simplicity, H. R. 1 .will fur
ther complicate the law and confuse the 
millions of taxpayers. · 

H. R. 1 splits the first surtax bracket 
into three smaller brackets: Under 
$1,000, $1,000 to -$1,396, and $1,396 to 
$2,000. This increases the number of 
withholding rates to four from the two 
provided by present law for the first 
bracket. I wish we could be assured that 
this will not perplex the taxpayer as he 
attempts to estimate his tax and file his 
return, or the employer as he attempts 
to determine where to place the em
ployee for withholding purposes. 

Today a taxpayer itemizing deductions 
or claiming the $500 standr.rd deduction 
computes his tentative ta~ from a com
bined normal tax and surtax table shown 
1n the instructions of Form 1040. The 
tentative tax so determined. is reduced 
by 5 percent in all instances. This re-

duction requires but one- line on Form 
1040, and because of its application to 
all taxpayers is not susceptible to mis
interpretation .. 

Under H. R. 1, the same taxpayer 
would determine his tentative tax from 
a combined normal tax and surtax 
schedule as under present law. Unlike 
present law which provides only one rule 
for tax reduction in tentative tax, how
ever, the reduction in tentative tax 
under H. R. 1 would be made on the 
basis of four rules varying with the size 
of the tentative tax and would probably 
require four lines on the return form 
which would read somewhat as follows: 
1. Enter 33.5 percent of your tentative 

tax, if your tentative tax on line 6 
is not in excess of $200 ____________ -----

2. Enter $67, 1f your tentative tax is 
in excess of $200 but not in excess 
of $279.17------------- - ----- - - - -- -----

3. Enter 24 percent of your tentative 
tax, if your tentative tax on line 6 
is in excess of $279.17 but not in 
excess of $250,000 __________________ -----

4. Enter $60,000 plus 15 percent of the 
excess of your tentative tax in line 
6 over $250,000, if your tentative 
tax is in excess of $250,000 _______ _ 

Aside from the complications just out-
lined, the taxpayers of the country will 
be mystified by the 33.5-percent reduc
tion in tentative tax which mathema
ticians indicate is equivalent to a 30-per
cent reduction in present law liability; 
the 24-percent reduction which is equiv-
alent to a 20-percent reduction in present 
law liability; and the 15-percent reduc
tion which is equivalent to a 10.5-percent 
reduction in present law liability. 

Taxpayers with tentative taxes be
tween $200 and the magic figure of 
$279.17 will receive an apparent reduc
tion of $67.00 under H. R. 1. The actual 
reduction in present law liability, how
ever, is only $57.00, for taxpayers with 
tentative taxes of $200, and decreases to 
$53.04 for taxpayers with tentative taxes 
of $279.17. 

The report of the majority states that 
the same type of reduction as that pro
vided by H. R. 1 could be accomplished 
by changing the rate schedule, and indi
cates that it will probably· be desirable to 
consolidate the percentage reductions in 
the rate schedule ultimately. In the 
meantime, however, the majority gives 
the following justification for the weird 
and incomprehensible computations out
lined. Quoting from page 14 of the com
mittee report: 

Your committee believes, however, that 
percentage reductions are more readily un
derstood by the public, and, therefore, should 
be used for a reduction made during the year 
it becomes effective. 

Does the majority contend that this 
type of simplicity in the interest of poli
tics will create greater taxpayer morale 
and cooperation so that cost of admin
istration by the Internal Revenue Serv
ice can be reduced, as we have already 
directed? 

Splitting the first surtax bracket and 
the resultant lowering of the wage level 
at which graduated withholding rates 
become operative would increase both the 
number and amount of refunds due to 
overwithholding, It has been estimated 

these refunds will be increased by $1,900,-
000,000. Moreover, employers using the 
percentage method of computing the 
amount of tax to be withheld from sal
aries and wages would be faced with 
added computations because of the four 
withholding rates and brackets entering 
into the calculations as compared with 
two under present law. 

Is it logical to claim soundness for a 
bill causing these results and necessarily 
providing for greater costs of adminis
tration? 

Certainly the Congress cannot so 
claim. The House on tomorrow, I hope, 
will return this bill to its author, the 
chairman of the Ways and Means Com
mittee, with the recommendation that 
he change his ideas on taxes. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. KEAN]. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Chairman, we must 
balance the budget. We should in the 
next fiscal year make a substantial pay
ment on the national debt. 

It was with these facts in mind that 
I have given careful study to our finan
cial picture. 

The Government revenue for the next 
fiscal year was estimated by the Presi
dent at $39,200,000,000. 

His budget calls for expenditures of 
$37,500,000,000. 

The surplus, according to the Presi
dent's figures, will thus be $1,700,000,000. 

The House has said that they can cut 
costs by $6,000,000,000. 

The Senate has said that they can cut 
costs by $4,500,000,000. 

A mean between these figures would 
be $5,250,000,000. 

Adding this amount to the surplus 
shown by the President's figures gives 
a net saving of $6,950,000,000. 

Deducting the $3,800,000,000 of pos
sible reduction in taxes through the 
present bill, we will have available for 
debt reduction or other emergencies 
$3,150,000,000. ' 

But history has shown that a reduc
tion in taxeS does not result in an equal 
reduction in revenue. 

The Secretary of the Treasury also 
testified that at present the national in
come is running on the annual basis of 
$175,000,000,000 rather than one hun
dred sixty-five billion, as per his January 
estimate. 

If this rate continues during the next 
fiscal year, the revenue should be closer 
to forty-t!lree billions than $39,000,000,-
000. 

There seems to be ample room for a 
balanced budget, a substantial payment 
on the national debt, and tax reduction. 

The next question which faces us is: 
Is tax reduction advisable at this time? 

If the threat of inflation was as great 
as it appeared to be a year ago, there 
might be some question as to whether we 
should reduce taxes now. 

But in spite of a few sharp increases 
during the past few months, it does seem 
that we are scraping the top in prices. 

There has been a considerable drop 
in the price of luxury items, which fact 
usually foreshadows a general price 
decrease. And · buyers are demanding 
quality and known brands. 
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Inventories are increasing at the rate 

of about twelve billion a year. Sooner or 
later buying power genera-ted by the de
sire to accumulate inventories will cease 
and orders will only be given as consum
ers pw·chase goods. 

Effects of this tax cut will only show 
in the economy in a year's time.. There 
should be no shortages of goods by then. 

To argue that we should not reduce 
taxes now owing to the dangers of in
:flation, as is suggested in the minority 
report, does not seem to me to be valid. 

During the hearings the Secretary of 
the Treasury agreed that we should cut 
taxes at some future indefinite date: In 
fact he indicated close agreement with 
the theory behind this bill, for he said 
to me-and it appears· on page 73 of the_ 
hearings-I quote: 

I am heartily· in accord with your · notion 
that we must put the incentive in there to 
get that extra effort. We must bear ·in mind 
that the men who give the greatest employ
ment must be given consideration; too, in 
arriving at th~t. 

But he did not want to make the· cut 
now. He testified that he wanted · to 
wait until such time as we start suffer
ing from bad business conditions and un~ 
employment. 

But Mr. Roosevelt'"s former Under Sec
retary of the. Treasury, Professor Magill, 
testified that there would be a lag 
bet.ween the · date of tax reduction and 
·any stimulation resulting therefrom, of 
at least a year. 

What would you Democrats do about 
the man who loses his job during this 
lag? Would you start another WPA? 

I say let us do our part now to see that 
this man does not become unemployed. 

Of course, spenders never want to re
duce the revenue. It will give them less 
money to squander. 

Our opponents say they hope to make 
a tax cut at some future date, which they 
keep indefinite. When will this be? Are 
they waiting for some time when it may 
be more politically advantageous? 

The time for t ax relief is -now. 
The next question is, In wha t manner 

should these cuts be made? We should 
try to remove as far as possible the bur
dens where they strike hardest, and at 
the same time forget politics and try to 
pass the type of legislation which will 
in the long run provide the greatest in
centives, stimulate the economy, increase 
the national wealth, improve the stand
ard of living of our people, and give the 
greatest possible employment at the 
highest possible wage. 

Ti'le present bill does this. 
Through the amendment which I in

troduced in committee, which was unan
imously supported by all members of the 
Ways and Means Committee-both Re
publicans and Democrats-26,000,000 of 
the lowest-income group, with net tax
able income of under $1,000 will receive 
a 30-percent cut in their taxes. 

Those who will get this full30-percent 
cut 8-fe single persons with _gross income 
of about $1,650; married persons with
out dependents with income of about 
$2,200; married persons with one de
pendent with income of about $2,750; and 
married persons with two dependents 
with gross inc'ome of about $3,300. 

Through the notch provision which 
was necessary so that there would not 
be a substantial difference in tax reduc
tion between those whose incomes were 
$999 and those whose incomes might 
be $1 ,001, an additional 6,000,000 tax-· 
payers will receive reductions of between 
20 and 30 percent. 

Thus, 31,000,000 out of our estimated 
48,000,000 income taxpayers-over two
thirds-will receive a reduction greater 
than 20 percent. 

Such discrimination in favor of the 
small-income group is thoroughly justi
fied today. It is they who are suffering 
most from the high cost of living, for 
they must spend practically their en
tire income on the necessities of life. 
- And, though it is true that their spend

able income has been reduced by taxes 
in the past few years by a much smaller 
percent than those who earned more, 
the few ·dollars which they pay are often 
a greater burden than thousands of dol
lars may be- in the higher brackets. 

The bill provides' that all other tax- · 
_ payers, until you get into the very high 

income group, have ·a flat 20 percent 
reduction. 
- This Is fair, for outside of the · special 
benefits for the low-income group, such 
a cut will in no way change the percent-· 
a-ge of the burden carried · by each 
individual. 
· It continues in full effect the percent
ages of the present tax bill. Everyone 
must put the same proportion of · ingre
dients into the cake, only the cake is 
smaller. 

Our opponents are making much of 
a table in which they show only a small 
increase in spendable income in the lower 
brackets resulting from the enactment 
of the pending bill. 

There is an old saying that liars figure 
and figures lie. The :figures they present 
are but a statistical trick. When taxes 
are already very small, relative to spend
able income, a decrease in taxes of course 
can have only a very small effect on 
spendable income. 

If taxes are large in comparison to 
spendable income, a decrease in taxes will 
of course have a substantial effect on 
spendable income. 

To show the absurdity of their argu
ment, let us consider the case of the 
20,000,000 wage earners who today pay 
no income tax. 

For instance, a married man with two 
dependents having a net income of $2,000 
at present pays no tax and, therefore, 
when a tax reduction is maci.e there is 
no increase in his spendable income. In 
his case the increase in spendable income 
resulting from the pending bill is zero. 

Would the Democrats pay him a 
Government bonus to provide a uniform 
increase in spendable income? 

If you applied the same trick figures to 
the Democratic reduction made in 1945-
it gave incomes of $500 only o~1e-half of 
1 percent increase in spendable income; 
while it gave the $10,000 income man 
5% percent, and the $100,000 income 
man 21 percent; while the $750,000 in
come man, about whose welfare it is 
evident the Democrats must have been 
much concerned, received a 68-percent 
increase in · his spe_ndable income. 

Our opponents seem to criticize any 
reductions for the managerial class. But 
isn't it true that it is chiefly through their 
efforts that others find employment? 
What good does it do to raise a man's. 
exemptions for income-tax purposes, if 
while doing so you take away his job so 
he has no incpme; or, by contracting 
the economy reduce his pay. 

\Ve niust not handicap too greatly the 
man who provides the jobs, that provide 
the income, that provide the tax, which 
is the Government revenue. 

Today at an $18,000 income the Gov
ernment takes more than half of any 
extra dollar earned by any individual. 
Previous to the war even after the "soak 
the rich" tax bill, this figure was at an 
income of $74,000. 

I think this $18,000 executive is entitled 
to real consideration. He is the man who 
is coming up in the world. He may be 
the assistant vice president of a great 
corporation. He may be the vice presi
dent or president of some small business; 
striving to grotv. 
· It is these young men of unusual ability 
and drive upon wJ:iom we must rely to 
build up this country and · keep our 
economy Iunctionil)g in the highest gear 
in future. 

If we take more than half of every 
extra dollar he earns, he will have little 
incentive to put that extra drive and 
push into his work which will remit in 
more employment and better wages for 
his employees. 

Under the pending bill this 50 percent 
take of any added dollar earned wm 
not become operative until you reach an 
income of $32,000. 

It might be of interest to read to you 
here the figures as to what an extra dollar 
of earnings are worth to a married man 
with two dependents, at various income 
levels under the preseht law. 

If he has a $4,000 inc·ome an extra 
dollar of earnings is worth 81 cents. 

If he has an $8,000 income an extra 
dollar of earnings is worth 75 cents. 

If he has a $16,000 income· an extra 
dollar of earnings is worth 59 cents. 

If he has a $32,000 income an extra 
dollar of earnings is worth 41 cents. 

If he has a $64,000 income an extra 
dollar of earnings is worth 29 cents. 

If he has a $128,000 income an extra 
dollar of earnings is worth 15% cents. 

I repeatedly asked the Secretary of the 
Treasury, as may be seen in the hear
ings on page 72-What percentage of in
come take by the Government did he 
feel would prevent an individual from 
adding to the national wealth by giving 
that extra effort or working that extra 
hour, which would result in further em
ployment of labor?" He refused to answer. 

I -~hink he realized that jf he did answer 
it would have been embarrassing to the 
tax theories of certain gentlemen on his 
own side of the aisle. 

In order to fulfill our obligations, we 
must keep the national income high. It 
is only through the foresight and initi
ative of those who are rising to positions 
of responsibility that this can be accom
Plished. 

Those . in the higher income groups 
must rightly shoulder the largest part 
of the tax burden. But we should not. 
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at this time too greatly increase their pro
p-ortion of the load. 

In a world where Communism is on the 
march, this Nation must be strong
strong economically as well as militarily. 
Tax reduction at this time wiil help make 
it so. 

I have been asked to explain thos·e 
notch provisions so I have put them on 
the board. My writing is not very legible. 
If we did not have the notch provisions, 
this is what would happen. The man 
with a $999 income has a basic tax of 20 
percent , or $199.80. The reduction under 
this bill is 33.5 percent, or a net reduc-. 
tion -of $68.93. The basic tax being 
$199.80, the reduction of $66.93 would 
bring a total tax of $132.87. 

The man with the $1,001 income would 
pay a 20-percent basic tax of $200.20. 
The 24-percent redu9tion would be $43.04. 
Two hundred dollars and twenty cents 

' less $48.04 would give him -a ·tax of 
$152.16, which as you can see would be 
manifestly unfair as compared with the 
man who had an income of only $2 less. 
So we give him a straight $67 reduction. 
Sixty-seven dollars off the basic tax of 
$200.20 gives him a tax of $1'33.2.0, which 
compares evenly and fairly with the man 
with the income $2 less, $132.87 against 
$133.20 

1\/Ir. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman.yield? -

Mr. KE.."\N. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I am wondering 
whether the gentleman thinks that a per
son in that income bracket would ever be 
able to understand that formula suffi
ciently to make out his own income-tax 
retw·n, or would he have to hire a tax 
expert to make out his return, which 
would probably cost him as much as he 
would save in taxes. 

Mr. KEAN. They do not have to un
derstand any formula. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentieman yield? 

Mr. KEAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Let me say to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania that that 
would be all worked out in the table. 

Mr. KEAN. That would all be worked 
out in the table. 

Mr. KNUTSON. All Republicans can 
read. 

Mr. KEAN. I remember during the 
First World War when we were over in 
France and I was being instructed in 
artillery the French tried to teach us, 
and they put a long table of logarithms 
before us. We tried to understand it, 
but the average American candidate for 
officer there just could not understand at 
all what was going on. Then we were 
just shown a table and we worked from 
the table, and the Americans made better 
artilJerymen than the French ever did. 

All the taxpayer will have to do is 
work from the table. 

Now, I want to show you what you do 
as you come out of the notch. The figure 
for coming out of the notch is $1,395.83. 
I give you as an illustration the man 
with . a $1;395 income and ·the man with 
a $1 ,400 income to show what happens 
as ypu come out of the notch; 20 percent 
of $1 ,395 is $279; 24 percent of $279, 
which is the reduction, is $66.96; $279 
less $66.96 makes $212.04. You get 

$212.04 as his tax, but you 1ind that if 
it had been reduced by $67 he would pay 
4 c_ents less, and so you find that as 

.his income -is under $1 ,395.83 it is -pro
vided that he shall make use of the notch. 
But take the man who earns $5 more, 
the $1,400 man; when you figure the 20 
percen t basic tax it is $284, and 24 per
cent of that is $67.20. You will note that 
the reduction is more than the $67; it is 
$67.20. This proves that he is correctly 
out of the notch and his tax is $212.80. 

That is probably as clear as mud. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KEAN. I yield to the gentleman 

from Michigan. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. I think the gentle

man has made a fine contribution. It 
is too bad it cannot be shown in the 
REcoRD just as he has put it on the black
board. · 

What attention was given by the com
mittee to the question of average family 
income? I believe these tables deal with 
individual income, but getting ovet into 
the realm of the family, was any study 
made of the average family incomes of 
this country under present conditions? 

Mr. KEAN. What is the .average family 
income today? That was not brought 
up in the hearings. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Now we are ·down 
to where there are many members of 
families who are working, and a lot of 
them draw very high wages and salaries. 
After all, you come back to the family 
unit where father, mother, and children 
are involved. 

Mr. KEAN. I have heard that the 
average family income has increased by 
about $1,500 over the last few years. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I have been in
formed by one of the most highly re
spected research institutes in this coun
try that the average family income is 
about $4,500, and we have 75 percent of 
the families with incomes in excess of 
$2,500 per year and probab~y not over 3 
percent have incomes around $1,000 per 
year. I wonder if any study has been 
made of that by the committee in con
nection with the question of tax reduc
tion. 

Mr. KEAN. The hi'gher the income, 
the better I like it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of· the 
gentleman from New Jersey· has expired. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield five additional minutes to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr: KEAN. I yield. 
Mr. CURTIS. With reference to the 

point raised by the gentleman from 
Michigan about family income, it is my 
belief that the figures cited by him are 
based upon the fact that more members 
of the family are working. 

Mr. KEAN. That is right. 
Mr. CURTIS. so· the chances are that 

they all come- within the class of less 
than $1,000 taxable net income. 

Mr: KEAN. They will all be bene
fitted bY this 30-percent amendment. 
That is why we flgure that 31,000,000 tax
payers will come under it. Thirty-one 
million taxpayers -constitute two-thirds 
of all the taxpayers in the United States 

who are going to benefit by this .pro
vision. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEAN. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. May I have the 

gentleman's reaction to this problem: I, 
as an individual, receive so much income 
per year. The first thing I have to do 
is to meet soul and body expenses, that 
is, the necessities which I cannot re
duce. Then suppose I move into- a 
bracket where I can spend some money 
and save some money as well. Then I 
move into a bracket where taxes have to 
be paid. 

If I understand the discussion here 
this afternoon. the philosophy of those 
who support this bill is to the effect that 
the thing to do under our type of economy 
is to keep taxes so low that there will 
be a spendable income over and abov~ 
expenses for the · actual necessities of 
life so that that spendable income can 
be used in the consumption of goods and 

- services and thereby maintain an econ
omy in this country and have people 
employed producing goods and services -
and create business and increase the 
total national income and help to employ 
others. 

Mr. KEAN. That is right. I was just 
going to refer to that. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEAN. I yield. 
Mr. DINGELL. That is exactly where 

our philosophies clash. 
Mr. KEAN. That is right. 
Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman goes 

on the supposit!on that you must give 
relief to the big fellow. 

Mr. KEAN. I am not . talking about 
. the big fellow. 

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman goes 
on the supposition that you must give 
relief to the big fellow and that that will 
bring about prosperity. 

Mr. KEAN. Who does the gentleman 
consider to be a big fellow? 

Mr. DINGELL. Our philosophy is just 
the oppos,\te. We believe that if you 
make the little fellow's income sufficient, 
he will buy the things that the big fel
low will produce. 

Mr. KEAN. The big fellow will not 
produce unless hP. has some incentive. 

Mr. KNUTSON. The gentleman's 
definition of a big fellow is one who has 
a thousand uollars in the bank. 

Mr. KEAN. I do not know what the 
gentleman's definition of a big fellow-is. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEAN. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. My friend the gen

tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] 
must certainly argue that the majority 
of goods and services purchased are pur
chased by the little person. 

Mr. DINGELL. Absolutely. 
Mr. KEAN. They certainly are. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Therefore, you 

must reduce taxes on the little person 
so that he will have some h1come which 
is spendable so that he can buy goods 
and services. 

Mr-. KEAN. That is right. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. So how in the 

name of common sense can you argue 
against this bill? 



2672 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MARCH 26 
Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield 10 minutes 

to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
CAMP]. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, our most 
distinguished ·former chairman of the 
Ways an<i. Means Committee, the gentle
man from North Carolina LMr. DOUGH
TON]. veteran expert on taxation who led 
us through the difficult war years, has 
stated in his speech that our first con
cern should be to balance the budget; 
second, to make a substantial payment 
toward debt retirement; and third, to 
consider tax reduction. Indeed, not only 
do such wise leaders as he support that 
program but the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act, which all of us on both sides of 
the aisle so heartily supported, prescribes 
the same procedure. It must, indeed, be 
disappointing to the country to find the 
majority here today abandoning the 
principles of the Reor,ganization Act and 
embarking upon a course of tax re.duc
tion before any appropriation bills have 
been passed and before it can be known 
what .the budgetary requirements are. 
Especially is this true .when we consider 
our international responsibility. 

We have just concluded the most .ex
pensive war of history. In this great 
struggle we have sacrificed not only 
thousands of the flower of our youth but 
we have strained our natural resources 
and our financial strength to an extent 
far greater than the American people yet 
realize. In dollars the war has cost more 
than four hundred and thirty billions, of 
which two hundred and sixty billions is 
represented by the greatest debt any na
tion ever amassed. It is true that finan
cial institutions, insurance companies, 
and the like hold a part of the bonds rep
resenting our national debt, but there are 
85,000,000 individual citizens of · the . 
United States who are holders of these 
bonds and many of them made great sac
rifices to make this investment in our 
national security. It is the duty of this 
Congress ·to preserve the credit of the 
United S~ates, and in order to do that in
terest on the public debt must be met 
promptly and regularly, and payments 
on the principal must be niade whenever 
the - financial condition of the country 
permits. A most important and signifi
cant· fact is the low interest rate being 
paid on this debt at the present time. 
We cannot hope to keep it at ·this un
precedented low rate indefinitely. It is 
the part of wisdom to reduce this debt 
in these flush times. 

I am wondering what the thoughtful 
veterans of the late war are thinking of 
this proposed action of the majority to 
reduce taxes before balancing the budget 
or making b. payment on the national 
debt. In a recent address, Gen. Omar 
M. Bradley, one of America's most 
distinguished soldiers and now Chief o~ 
the Veterans' Administrat ion, stated that 
within 10 years war veterans and their 
dependents will number about half the 
population of this country and thus will 
have to shoulder the major tax burden. 
If payments on the national debt are 
postponed, it will mean that these vet
erans, many of whom gave five of the 
best years of their lives in arduous mili
·tary service, will shoulder also the bur
den .of paying oil' the national debt •. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMP. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. As a veteran of both 

wars I cim tell yqu what they think be
cause I havellad many letters from them. 
They say we should reduce taxes now. 

Mr. CAlVlP. Regardless of the debt? 
Is that what they say? 

Mr. KEATING. Not regardless of the 
debt at all. 

Mr. CAMP. Wait a minute. Do they 
tell the gentleman that we should re
duce taxes without making a payment 
on the national debt? 

Mr. KEATING. That we should make 
a payment on the debt and reduce taxes, 
which we are going to do. 

Mr. CAMP. That is fine and that is 
the point I am making. There is not a 
man in this House who wants to see taxes 
reduced any more than I do. There is 
not a man in this House who will vote 
to cut expenditures wherever possible 
more than I \vill; but I will not consent 
to the passage of such a bill as this reduc
ing our revenues by $4,000,000,000 or 
more when the b~dget .has not been bal
anced, when the appropriation bills have 
not been passed and when no one, even 
the best experts, can tell whether we can 
meet this year's ·expenditures or not. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr.- Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. C.A11.1P. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman's 

argument, as I interpret it, is in favor of 
sound-money government. 

Mr. CAMP. Absolutely. , 
Mr. McCORMACK. And this bill un

der consideration reported by the Re
publican majority is a repudiation in the 
light of the present national debt and 
the world conditions of the course we 
should take to assure our people sound
money government. 

Mr. CAMP. Certainly. The gentle
man from New York in answering · my 
question a few .. minutes ago spoke of the 
letters he has received. I receive letters 
too, and I receive them from men in all 
walks of life. They are more concerned 
about building a sound fiscal policy than 
they are about taxes; and of all the let
ters I have received not one person has 
asked for tax reduction ·before that has 
been done. I feel sure that every Member 
of this House regardless of party is as 
anxious to see taxes reduced as is the 
author of this bill. · 

·Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield for an observa
tion? 

Mr. CAMP. I yield. 
Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman 

from New York may have received a lot 
of letters from veterans asking for a re
duction in taxes, but I believe some of 
those veterans may have the impression 
that this bill will give the low income 
groups some relief. Instead, if they 
knew that the $5,000 income man would 
get a reduction of probably $1(} or $15 
in his tax they would not be so anxious 
to have tax reduction. 

Mr. CAMP. They do not understand, 
of course they do not. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. They think they 
will get a big tax reduction whereas the 
bill will not give the low income group 

much if any , tax reduction, and this is 
the group that hits most of the veterans. 

Mr. CAMP. Of course. 
Experts tell us that our national in

come this year will be $165,000,Q00,()00, 
the highest in all history. Congress, 
therefore, not only has a solemn obliga
tion to our 85,000,000 individual bond
holders and to our war veterans and 
their dependents ~ but it now has an op
portunity to demonstrate its determina
tion to keep faith with them by making 
a beginning in debt reduction. 

The Secretary of the Treasury in ap
pearing before our Committee on · March 
13 of this year made this statement: 

We sh:luld take full advantage of our 
present oppdrtunities. It may be that in the 
futu re there will be years when it will be 
unwise to try to retire any part of the debt. 
I!, however. we reduce the debt as rapidly 
as we can in good years, there will be less 
cause for concer.n, if we have to omit debt • 
retirement in some iut~e year. 

When the revenue bill of 1945 was re
ported, the Republican minority in their 
supplemental view said: 

Only a solvent America can help meet the 
postwar problems of the world. 

In the 1944 platform of the Republi
can Party, the~ made this pledge: 

We shall maintain the value of the Amer
ican··dollar and regard the payment of the 
~overnment debt as an obligation of honor 
which prohibits any policy leading to the 
depreciation of the currency . . We shall re
duce that debt as soon as economic cond1· 
tions make such reduction ·possible .. 

Have the Republicans forgotten these 
statements? For the Congress~o fail to 
balance the budget and make some· re
duction in the public debt this ye'ar would 
be deplorable. The 85,000,000 bondhold
ers and the ·veterans have a right to ex
pect it. If we pass this bill today, reduc
ing as it does · the Federal income by 
nearly $6,000,000,000, not only will it he 
impossible to balance the budget: but we 
cannot even make a token payment on 
the public debt. 

I feel sure that every Member of this 
House, regardless of party, is as anxious 
to sec taxes reduced as is the author of 
H. R. 1, now under consideration. I cer
tainly yield to no one in this desire. In
deed, it is no new proposition, and the 
Republican Party cannot claim a·ny 
originality in it. The present adminis
tration began to reduce taxes immedi
ately after the cessation of hostilities in 
1945. The Revenue Act of 1945 was de
signed to aid both individuals and cor
porations in the difficult transition fi"om 
war to peace. A tax reduction amount
ing to nearly $9,000,000,000, at current 
income levels, was applied in making 
these changes-12,000,000 of the low~st 
income taxpayers were relieved of all 
taxes. Corporate taxes were reduced 
greatly. The excess-profits tax, capital
stock tax and declared value excess
profits taxes were repealed, and corpo
rate surtax rates were reduced. Normal 
tax exemptions were increased to surtax 
levels and individual income-tax rates 
were reduced. The use tax on automo
biles and boats was repealed. This re
lief was granted promptly, and further 
relief was contemplated as soon as the 
budget could be balanced. 
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This bill- has not had proper considera

tion and study, and is not a fair sample 
of the usual work of the great Ways . and 
Means Committee. It comes to this 
House after only 2 days of hearings, with 
onJy two witnesses besides the represent
ative of the 'l'reasury Department ap
pearing before us, and these two wit
nesses were hand picked by the propon
ents of the bill. In considering it in this 
111-advised and untimely manner, we are 
simply shooting in the dark. The only 
infor mation before us as to our budgetar~y 
requirements for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1948, is the report of the Budget 
Commission accompanying the Presi
dent's message, and according to this in~ 
formation these requirements amount to 
$37,500,000,000. Although we can look 
Iorward in 1947 with great confidence in 
the vitality of the American system of 
free enterprise, knowing that during the 
year just passed civilian employment was 
at an all-time high and that more than 
10,000,000 demobilized veterans have re
turned to civilian life and to civilian jobs, 
and that total production has reached a 
new peacetime high, being 50 percent 
above that of the year 1939 and only 15 
percent below the wartime peak. yet the 
highest estimate s'o far made of the Gov
ernment's revenues· is only about $38,-

-()00,000,000, or practically the same as 
the budget requirements: To ·_ reduce 
~hese revenues by $6,000,000,000, -as pro
posed in this bill, in such an ill-timed and 
m~advised manner, is most deplorable 
and the people of this country, when 

-they understand it, will condemn such 
aCtion. Editorial writers all over the 
country who . understand this situation 
are condemning such action, and I wish 

~or the .1,100 income-tax pa.yers above this 
dividing line, tax cuts would be graduated 
down to a minimum· of 10.5 percent. Ex
emptions for taxpayers over 65 years of age 
would also 'be· raised by $500, regardless of the 
size of the incomes of these aged persons. 
Concerning the latter extraordinary proposal, 
Secretary Snyder stated emphatically that 
it would be unfair to increase exemptions 
of this particular group without giving relief 
to many other special groups with low in
comes. Many aged persons are very well off, 
indeed, and in no need of special dispensa
tions. 

Although believing that substq,ntial tax 
relief for upper-income groups is impera
tive to stimulate the spirit of enterprise es
sential to economic progress, we think Sec
retary Snyder is right in saying that the 
Knutson tax bill "gives too little reduction to 
lower incomes and relatively too much to 
higher incomes." For instance, a married 
person with no dependents and a net income 
of $1,200, now paying a tax of $38, would be 
taxed $30 under the Knutson bill. A mar
ried man with a $50,000 income, on the other 
hand, would have his $24,795 tax reduced to 
$19,836, anci the tax on a $100,000 income 
would be cut from $63,128 to $50,502. 

In _ view of recent 'sha!p declines in the 
purchasing power of the dollar, the case for 
tax relief of individuals in the low-Income 
brackets has ' teen greatly strengthened. Ef
fective reductions in tax rates for the low
income groups could be made without cut
ting them off the tax rolls. 
~ .A final strong objection to the Knutson 
bill is that it deals with only a part 'of the 
tax system. When the time Is ripe for tax 
reduction, a comprehensive revision of the 
tax system should be undertaken, covering 
excise, corporate and other taxes · as well as 
the individual income tax. That is the only 
way in which we can hope to work out a well
balanced tax system that will give due weight 
to .rival claims for tax, reduction. 

to quote ~n full two such editorials: (From the Washington News of March 17, 
(From the Washington Post of March 16, 194:7] 

1947] America's taxpayers have just gone through 
. : Chairman KNUTSON's prediction . that .the the agony of settllng up last year's Income 
Ways and Means Committee will act next tax, estimating this year's tax and paying 
Thursday to report out his bill call1ng for an the first quarterly installment of all in excess 
1.~mediate 20 percent "across the boarcJ" re- of the withholding. 
duction in personal Income taxes, after only It has been painful, but those who are 
2 days of hearings. warrants Democratic wise have made their plans for this year to 
charges of steam-roller tactics. The blll conform to the tax rates now in effect. They 
stands condemned because of the indecent would like to believe, that come next March, 
haste with which it is baing rushed through the country will face a brighter prospect, and 
the committee. The House and senate have they a lighter burden. 
not yet agreed as to the amount of over-all But the political tactics of the House Re
reductions in expenditures that Is to be their publican leadership, in driving for a hurry
goal. And when they do, the figure will be up vote on a 20 percent across-the-board 
highly tentative. · For, as secretary of the cut in this year's income taxes, raise doubts 
Treasury Snyder has testified, it is "ilnpossi- that anything at all In the way of tax legis
ble to foresee what the requirements of lation will be accomplished in this Congress. 
peacetime public expenditures will be." . The 1 If the Knutson tax cut is passed by the 
outlook is even more uncertain as regards House, it is not likely that it will be ap
qur defense expenditures, Including recom- proved by the Senate. Even if i'; is, it 
l;Xlended unbudgeted outlays for Greece and surely will be vetoed by the President-and 
Turkey. To try to rush a tax-reduction bill the veto will be sustained. For the country 
through the House in these circumstances is overwhelmingly behind the P.::esident's 
discredits its sponsors. sound insistence that a balanced budget and 
· This is no time for tax cutting. With the public debt reduction must come first. 
economic outlook promising and the na- Representative KNUTSON and those who 
tiona! income at a high level, existing taxes vote with him, in their drive for political re
can be borne with much less hardship to covery of the GOP, underestimate both the 
individuals and to business than would nor- intelligence and patriotism of taxpayers. 
mally be the case. If we ever intend to re- For a majority of taxpayer::; well know that 
duce our huge national debt, now is the time even the heavy exactions they have just paid 
to begin. If the debt Is reduced as rapidly are less onerous to them than the inflated Uv
as possible in good years, there will be less ing costs which stem from the Government's 
reason to feel concerned if debt retirement continued deficit financing. 
is suspended in some future less prosperous The Knutson Republicans could better 
year. serve the country by working this year tore-

The Knutson bill is not only 111-timed; it duce public spending and the public debt. 
Is also open to criticism for offering a flat And by working now on a broad tax reform, 
20-percent reduction of income taxes paid eliminating double taxation and other in
by persons with net ' incomes below $303,000. eq'l!ities, and making the lower rates appli-
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c;able. to next .year's business and.lp.come, to 
the end that people may plan ahead with 
hope and confidence. Representative KNuT
soN, et al., apparently don't think so, bUt 
they probably could even get more votes that 
way. 

Back some 18 years ago some of our 
leaders of that day grasped the idea that 
prosperity and the distribution of money 
and buying power was subject to the laws 
of gravity and flowed downward. When 
the great depression began they figured 
that if they could enrich the people in the 
upper-inconie levels, they would distrib
ute it on down to the lowest reaches of 
our population. Is that the idea underly
ing !I. R. 1, the bill now before us? If so, 
it is a most decept ive pl'oposition. At first 
glance this bill has a . fair appearance. 
But if we examine it closer, we find it to 
be most fallacious and most unfair. 
There are 48,544,600 income taxpayers 
in the United States. Of this number, 
46,801,800 persons have net incomes of 
$5,000 or less, and this group of smaller 
taxpayers pay 55.5 percent of the tot al 
income tax paid to the· Government. The 

. other group, whose net income is $5,000 
or more-, numbers 1,742,800, and they pay 
44.5 percent of our income taxes. This 
hill increases the . spendable money or 
buying power of the large . group of more 
than · 46,000,000 small ·taxpayers only a 
very small amount. The increase of their 
buying power urider this bill is illustrated 
as follows: 

For a married person with no de
pendents, with a net income of $1,200, it 
is increased 1 percent. If his net income 
is $6,000, his buying power is increased 
4.2 percent. But in the upper brackets, a 
person with a net income of $100,000 has 
his buying power increased 34.2 percent 
while the person with a net· income of 
$1,000,000 is increased 69.2 percent. 

If the object of the bill is to insure 
prosperity, the old elephant has over
looked some important facts: 

Those 46,800,000 wlth incomes of $5,000 
or less must buy 50,000,000 or more· pairs 
of shoes each year and a like number of 
hats; they must .buy 100,000,000 shirts 
and 100,000,000 pairs of socks, and other 
clothing and food in comparative 
quantity. One of those p~ople consumes 
as · much or more food as those in the 
upper bracket for, of course, they are 
the working people and require more 
food. When they have buying power 
and are at work, they will consume the 
products of the American farm and fac
tory and the profits from their purchases 
will reach the high brackets, as they al
ways do. If we can keep this group of 
people employed and prosperous, we need 
have no fear of those in the upper 
bracket. 

Any sound approach toward postwar 
tax reduction should include a compre
hensive study of the entire Federal tax 
system includin:! individual income taxes, 
corporate income taxes, estate and gift 

· taxes, and excise taxes, and such a re
vision should aim at equitable adjust
ments, incentive effects, and sound ad
ministration under peacetime conditions. 
During the war it was necessary to ex
tend personal income taxes ~ to millions 
of very low income taxpayers. There 
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was little time to consider the inequities 
and discrimination under the lax laws 
which have been revealed under actual 
experience in tax administration. Sin
gle men whose net income is over $500 are 
required to pay tax. Married men with 
no dependents, whose net income exceeds 
$1,000 are required to pay these taxes. 
I contend that relief should first be ex
tended to these low-income-tax groups 
not in the manner of a percentage cut, 
but that exemptions should be raised. 

During the war years, in our effort to 
pay at least half the cost of the war as 
we went along, taxes were imposed wher-. 
ever po~si_ble, with the result tpat many 
unjust _ ~nd unequal taxes were levied.· 
M~ny businesses are today stalemated 
because of these taxes. I am informed, 
and I think reliably so, that the fur in~ 
dustry and many other businesses like 
table cutlery; small items of jewelry, 
watches, and so forth, are being heavily 
retarded by these excess taxes: Any 
effort to reduce taxes should consider all 
these items. For instance; when a 
woman buys the cheapest-grade hand
bag, say, for $3, she pays a 60-cent Fed
eral excise tax. The tax -on telephone 
calls, telegrams, railroad tickets, and 
many other excise taxes of that character 
fall very heavily on pecple who are not 
able to pay them. 

There are many technical admi~stra
tion and procedural tax problems that 
have been accumulating during the war 
years. The last major substantive re
vision of the Internal Revenue Code was 
made in the Revenue Act of 1942. Many 
amendments should be made to this act. 
All of these amendments will resUlt in 
substantial losses in revenue, but these 
amendments should be considered when
ever taxes are reduced. Any income-tax 
advantage enjoyed by community-prop
erty S~ates by allowing husbands and 
wives to split their income equally should 
be nullified. Other tax problems are now 
under-study by the Treasury Department 
or the joint committee starr, such as ·a 
double taxation of dividends, the tax 
treatment of cooperatives,. taxation of 
American corporations doing business 

. abroad, provisions for accelerating a 
more flexible depreciation allowance, al
lowing the taxpayer with fluctuating in
come to average the incomes of good and 
bad years in. fixing tax liability, the treat
ment of capital gains and losses, an al
lowance for life-insurance premiums, 
and other forms of saving under the in
dividual income tax. All these matters 
should be considered when tax reduction 
is contemplated. If, however, only in-. 
dividual income tax is to be considered, 
H. R. 1 is most unfair and discriminatory 
to taxpayers in the lower bracket. 

In the low-income groups will be found 
millions of so-called white-collared em
ployees-school teachers, clergymen, 
shopkeepers, salespeople, bookkeepers, 
barbers, clerks, and professional or semi
professional workers, not to mention
small farm operators, mechanics, jani
tors, caretakers, skilled, and unskilied la
borers, many of ~hom are self -employed 
individuals. Most of these people are not 
organized and none of them have expe
rienced any measurable wartime prosper
ity. The purchasing power of their dol-

lar, however, has shrunk by more than 
40 percent below 1939 levels. With the 
heavy rates of taxation now in effect, and 
with living costs constantly increasing, 
these groups have either been reduced to 
a substandard of living or are rapidly ap
proaching that level. Any tax relief 
granted should first consider this group 
and should be in the form of higher ex
emptions. 

The special exemption of $500 for per
sons over 65 years of age is a feeble at
tempt to improve the burden distribution 
under H. R. 1. The position of elderly 
persons with low, fixed incomes is un
doubtedly an important factor to be con
sidered in any program for postwar tax 
revision. However, the special exemp
tion for the aged ignores the need for sub-· 
stantial income tax relief of · other low-' 
income taxpayers. The special exemp
tion for the aged might set a precedent 
for similar treatment of other physically · 
handicapped groups. Claims ar.e already 
being made for exempting the incomes of 
teachers, veterans, tlie partially and to
tally disabled and other groups. It would 
be difficult ·to justify favored treatment 
for one particular low-income group as 
against all the others; or to discriminate 
against a disabled person 60 years of age, 
while allowing an additional exemption 
to a healthy person over 65 still actively 
engaged in his business or profession. 

Under present law, it is advantageous 
for married couples to file separate re
turns only if their combined surtax net 
incomes exceed $2,000. The split bracket 
provided under H. R. 1- will make it prof
itable for husbands and wives now filing 
joint returns to file separately when their 
combined surtax net incomes are between 
$1,000 and $2,000. For example, a hus
band and wife, each with a net income 
of $1,500, would pay a tax of $190 each 
under present law if they filed separate 
returns, and a total of $380 if they filed 
joint returns. Under H. R. 1 as modified 
by the committee, they would be required 
to pay a tax of $133 each if they filed 
separate returns; however, if they filed a 
joint return, their total tax would be 
$304, or $38 more than their taxes on 
separate retmns. The same tax savings 
under H. R. 1 would accrue to a married 
person residing in a community-property 
State, even if his spouse receives no in
come. The shift from joint to separate 
returns resulting from the split bracket 
would increase the number of returns 
substantially, thus increasing the work 
load on the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
despite a cut by the House of $30,000,000 
in its budget for the fiscal year 1948. 

When the time is right for tax reduc
tion, the whole problem of incentives and 
the supply of venture capital will merit 
broad and careful consideration. The 
problem is not merely one of the indi
vidual income tax rates at the higher 
income levels, or of the individual in
come tax as a whole. It includes other 
phases of the Federal tax structure and 
many features of the individual income' 
tax not treated under H. R. 1. Prema
t':ll'e reduction of individual income ta~ 
rates on the scale provided under H. R. 1 
may, in effect, prejudge these important 
questions and prejudice the development 
of a sound postwar tax system. 

In the face of all these reasons against 
this ill-advised, ill-timed and considered 
bill, reducing the revenues of the country 
in this year when the national income is 
at its highest peak, alm-ost $6,000,000,000, 
before the budget is balanced and with-· 
out making any payment on the national 
debt, why do the majority insist on its 
passage? Is it because it proposes · to 
make income-tax reductions effective 
retroactively to .January 1, 1947; that 
taxes at the present rate are now being 
withheld from the salaries 9,nd wa,ges 
of our people, and those whose income 
is other than salaries and wages are 
making quarterly advance payments at 
the present rate. and if this bill becomes 
law, next year after income-t£~,x returns 
are made on March 15 the Treasury will 
owe these taxpayers a refund and the 
Treasury Department will send refund 
checks to the 48,544,600 taxpayers of the 
country in 1948 during the election year?· 
If that is the reason, they are grossly 
underestimating the character and pa
triotisrr.: of the American· peonle. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Ch3:"irman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS]. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. ,Chairman, if our 
country is to prosper under a system of 
private enterprise, it is necessary that we' 
reduce Government expenditures, bal
ance the budget, make a payment on the 
national debt, and reduce the tax bur
den on the peop1e. This is an interre
lated program and, in considering this 
tax bill, I think it is important to give 
attention to the other factors. · -

Figures and estimates are not always
reliable but the information come's to me 
from the staff of our Joint Committee oi:t' 
Internal Revenue Taxation that if pres
ent income and business trends continue 
throughout the next fiscal year that 
begins in July we would collect, under 
existing rates of taxation, $42;ooo,ooo,
ooo. The House has voted a budget ceil
ing of $31,500,000,000, but let us take a 
r :)re pessimistic view of it. Let us err on 
tne conservative side. 

Suppose existing rates would only pro
duce $40,000,000,000 in revenue instead of 
$42,000,000,000, and suppose that our ex
penditures are held, not at $31,500,000,-
000, but at $33,000,000,000. It leaves a 
spread of $7,000,000,000. In all prob
ability, the eventual loss in revenue by 
reason of the reductions made in this bill 
will not equal or exceed one-half of that 
spread of $7,000,000,000. 

The Democratic-controlled Seventy
ninth Congress voted $9,000,000,000 in 
tax reduction. In other words, it was an
ticipated that the cuts to be made would 
amount to a loss of revenue of $9,000,-
000,000. However, due to the higher na
tional income than was anticipated, the 
actual loss would probably not be more· 
than half that amount. 

Repeatedly our Federal Government 
has had the experience of actually in
creasing revenue by lowering rates. I 
do not believe that theory should be 
relied upon to the extent that we would 
be in ·danger of deficit spending or in 
danger of not. being able ,to make. a sub
stantial payment on the national debt, 
but I submit that it is a principle tb~t' 
merits some consideration. _ 
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If we are to proceed under the system 

of private enterprise, we must have a 
vigorous forward-moving economy. A 
high national income with moderate 
rates of taxation will produce more reve
nue than a low national income with 
exorbitant rates. In that connection, I 
am very much in accord with the ex
pression of the Secretary of the Treas
ury, Mr. Snyder, and I refer to the fol
lowing colloquy. as shown by the 
hearings: 

Mr. CURTIS. The burdens of the Federal 
Government will be very high for not only 
this generation but for several generations. 

Secretary SNYDER. That is right. 
Mr. CURTIS. Now the individual without a 

job, wnat nis taxes might be if he had a job 
is purely academic; is it not? 

Secretary SNYDER. I think we can agree on 
that. 

Mr. CURTIS. Then is not the criterion that 
this committee must adhere to: . What tax
structure will produce the maximum enter· 
prise and the maximum number of jobs? 

Secretary SNYDER. That is it without a 
question. I recommend just such a thing. 
I recommend that very principle in my 
statement. 

There are many well-meaning .indi
viduals who are of the opinion that there 
should be absolutely no tax reduction. 
I respect their views . . It should be 
borne in mind, however, that we are 
going to move into an economy far dif
ferent from our war economy. For sev
eral years Government purchases have 
been taking the greater portion of the 
output of our mines, forests, factories, 

· and farms. The ordinary incentives 
and the usual causes and effects have 
not been the impelling forces in our 
wartime economy. 

Our tax rates are at a very high point. 
If these high tax rates would prove to 
be disastrous to our economy as we come 
to the end of the period of big Govern
ment purchases, some of the individuals 
who now advocate no tax reductions 
might be the first to blame the Congress 
for its lack of foresight. I think you 
might be interested in something else 
Secretary Snyder had to say as shown by 
the hearings. I said to him : 

Now, Mr . Secret ary, we h ave agreed that 
the maximum amount of enterprise and the 
maximum number of jobs was a very impor
t ant principle to be applied in recommend
ing t axes. How long does it take for tax 
reduction to reflect in enterprise and job 
providing in the country? 

Secretary SNYDER. It could very easily come 
wit hin a very short time. 

Mr. CURTIS. It does take a little time, does 
it not? 

Secretary SNYDER. It takes a year, probably, 
yes. 

Mr. CURTIS. That leads us to the conclusion 
that in any action taken to reduce taxes, we 
should keep in mind the job opportunities 
that would result not now but next year, 
the year following, and throughout the years, 
by reason of the enterprises it started, is 
that not true? 

Secretary SNYDER. Certainly it is true, E.nd 
that is the very basis upon which we are 
considering these taxes, as the prospect for 
next year. 

What we do here today will not be 
pleasing to the critics of the Eightieth 
Congress. Anything 'the Eightieth Con
gress might do would not please them. 
The l-oyal opposition, consisting of the 
PAC, the administration, the minority in 

Congress, and a score of left-wing writers 
·and commentators, have made their posi
tion well known. They are opposed to 
corrective labor legislation. They .are 
opposed to the elimination of waste in 
Government. They are opposed to a 
reduction in the size of our Government. 
They ate opposed to a cut in the budget. 
They are opposed to a reduction in the 
tax load of our citizens. In the great 
battle of tbe people versus a grasping, 
growing, burdensome government, they 
have cast their lot against the people. 

This tax reduction bill, · as it comes 
from the Committee on Ways and Means, 
provides for a 30, 20, and 10% percent 
reduction in taxes. Those individuals, 
whose surtax net income is $1,000 or less 
are given a 30-percent reduction in taxes. 
The reduction is then graduated down
ward and, beginning at abou·~ a $1,400 
surtax net income, it levels off at 20 per
cent. The people in the extremely high 
brackets of over $300,000 receive a 10% 
percent reduction. 

Let us consider what we mean by sur
tax net income. That means the amount 
of income -after all deductions and ex
emptions have been figured. In the case 
of the typical American family, where 
the taxpayer has a wife and two chil
dren, if his wages or income amount to 
$3,300, he is first allowed 10 percent as a 
blanket deduction. His personal exemp
tion- and his exemption for dependents 
amounts to $2,000. Thus, his surtax net 
income is $1,000. 
· This group gets a 30-percent reduction 
in taxes. In this particular bracket you 
will find the people who must toil and 
earn their living. You will find the oper
ators of small farms and businesses. The 
figures show that more than 24,000,000 
taxpayers fall in the category of having 
a surt ax net income of $1 ,000 or less. 
This is approximately one-half of the 
taxpayers in the United States. In other 
words, H. R. 1, as amended, grants to 
one-half of the taxpayers a reduction of 
30 percent in taxes. 

An individual with a surtax net income 
of $1,000, under existing law, pays $190 
tax. Under H. R. 1, he gets a reduction 
of $57, or he pays $133. This is a reduc
tion of almost $5 per month. 

Much argument has been made to the 
effect that instead of applying a per
centage reduction, the personal exemp
tion should be increased. From one 
standpoint, that is very desirable. It 
should be borne in mind, however, that 
to raise the personal exemption from 
$500 to $600 would remove over 4,000,000 
taxpayers from the tax rolls. To raise 
this exemption to $700 would remove al
most 10,000,000 taxpayers. 

A proposal has also been made that a 
married couple be granted a $2,000 ex
emption, a $1,000 exemption be given a 
single person, and a $500 exemption for 
each dependent. This would remove 20,-
000,000 taxpayers from the tax rolls. It 
would result in a loss of revenue of 
$5,500,000,000. 

It is not a question of whether or not 
the Congress would like to remove these 
people from..the tax rolls but it is a ques
tion of whether or not it can be done~ It 
cannot be done until we are able· to put 
into effect a greater degree of govern
ment economy than we are at present. 

It may be surprising to learn that the 
individuals, whose net income is under 
$5,000, receive 79.6 percent of the nation
al income. Under present law, they pay 
56.3 percent of the tax burden. Under 
H. R. 1, as amended, they will pay a lit
tle less than 56.3 percent. 

The individuals receiving over $5,000 
tncorr.e receive 20.4 percent of the na
tional income. Under present law, they 
pay 43.7 percent of the tax burden. Un
der H. R. 1, as amended, they would pay 
that amount or just a little more. 

A great many tables have been used in 
this debate and by writers and commen
tators on the subject of taxes. They have 
tried to infer that the principle of H. R. 
1 is unjust and unfair. Much has been 
said apout the percentage increase in 
spendable income that a taxpayer would 
have after this bill becomes a law as 
compared with· the present.· It has been 
suggested that· a small taxpayer might 
have the spendable portion of his income 
increased only a little over 1 percent. 
Let us analy.ze that. . .. 

If the head of the family of. four is 
making $2,500 a year, after his exemp
tions and deductions are taken out, he 
pays about $50 Federal income tax, If 
we wel'e able to relieve him of his entire 
tax burden, we would only increase the 
spendable portion of his income 2 per
cent. 

· Our present tax structure has been 
changed many times since 1932. The 
relation of the tax burden for any par
ticular income level, as compared to 
other levels, is the responsibility of the 
party that has controlled the Congress 
throughout these many years. Let us 
see how H. R. 1, as amended, affects the 
relationship. 

Under existing law, the individual 
whose surtax net income is $25,000 pays 
9.2 times as much as the individual 
whose surtax net income is $5,000. Un
der H. R. 1, he will still pay exactly 
9.2 times as much. 

Under existing law, the individual 
whose surtax net income is $50,000 pays 
24.4 times as much tax as the individual 
whose surtax net income is $5,000. 
Under H. R. 1, he will still pay exactly 
24.4 times as much. 

Let us take another case. The indi
vidual whose surtax net income is 
$100,000, under existing law, pays 25.5 
times as much as the individual whose 
surtax net income is $10,000. Under 
H. R. 1, he will still pay 25.5 times as 
much. 

Under existing law, the individual who 
makes $50,000 pays 10.2 times as much as 
the man whose surtax net income is 
$10,000. Under H. R. 1, he still will pay 
10.2 times as much. 

In other words, the ratio remain£- the 
same. If any particular group of people 
in America are paying more than their 
share of the taxes, it must be borne in 
mind that that ratio was established in 
the existing law enacted by Democratic 
Congresses. 

Under H. R. 1, the existing rat1os are 
changed in but one place. That il! in 
reference to the small taxpayer. We do 
change the ratio for the benefit of the 
people · of low incomes. For instance, 
under existing law, the individual with 
$5,ooo ·surtax net income pays 5% times 
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as much tax as the individual with a 
surtax net income of $1,000, but because 
of the additional cut that we give the 
lowest bracket, the tax on a $5,000 sur
tax net income is 6.3 times as much as it is 
on a $1 ,000 surtax net income. Like
wise, under existing ·law, the tax for· an 
individual with a surtax net income of 
$10,000 is 13.2 times the tax for an in
dividual with a surtax net income of 
$1,000, but because of the preference in 
H. R. 1 for the lowest bracket, the tax 
on the $10,000 sum is 15.1 times the tax 
on the $1,000. 

In the casf. of the individual with a 
surtax net income of $25,000, he pays, 
under existing law, 50.8 times as much as 
the individual with a surtax net income 
of $1,000. Because of the benefits of the 
30-percent reduction that is given to the 
lowest bracket under H. R. 1, the tax on 
the $21.:,000 is 58 ti;.Ties as much . as the 
tax on $1,000. 

I want to mention something about 
the provision in H. R. 1 in reference to 
persons over 65 years of age. This is 
inserted in the bill to meet a number of 
problems. Some of the people who draw 
retirement benefits are required to pay 
income taxes on those benefits. Other 
benefits are exempt from income taxes. 
This· problem has been before the Con
gress many times. In connection with 
tax-exempt retirement benefits, we must 
not lose sight of the fact that many of 
our citizens who reach old age receive no 
retirement checks, must still toil and 
not only pay their own taxes but added 
taxes because the neighbors are exempt 
from taxation. 

In order to be falr to our aged, includ
ing those · who receive no retirement 
benefits, H. R. 1 gives an additional per
sonal exemption to those over 65 of $500. 
If they avail themselves of this addi
tional exemption, they cannot take any 
other specific tax exemption that they 
might receive in connection with their 
retirement benefits. 

Perhaps there are arguments against 
this idea but we must bear in mind that 
these aged people face many problems. 
They face the hazard of ill health. Con
tinued employment is uncertain. Op
portunities for new jobs and promotions 
are very few. A majority of the Com
mittee approved this additional consider
ation for those over 65 and it is in the 
bill today. 

Mr.. Speaker, in these troubled and 
complex days, the problems that face 
this Government are really beyond de
scription. It is my hope and prayer 
that when all the deliberations are over 
and the discussion is ended, the course 
that is charted is the one that is wisest 
and best for our Republic. I have no 
desire that any other course be followed. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BENDER]. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, there 
are two basic reasons for passing H. R. 
1, and passing it quickly. We should do 
so, first. to remove, at least to a very 
large measure, the threat to private 
initiative and new investment which 
stems from continuation of the enor
mously high wartime tax rates. Private 
·initiative and new investment, of course, 
are restricted by such burdensome rates, 

and, as they are restricted, America's 
traditionally high level of employment 
is jeopardized. Lower taxes mean more 
jobs. But they mean much more than 
that, too, and that brings me to the 
$econd basic reason for wholeheartedly 
supporting this measure: namely, · tax 
relief is necessary, particularly for people 
in the low-income groups, to enable them 
to meet, partially at least, the higher cost 
of living. By giving them this relief
nay, by increasing their take-home pay, 
which is what this tax measure means to 
them-we enable them to maintain con
sumer purchasing at a higher level, and 
thereby give more stimulus to employ
ment and to business activity. Indeed, 
it is the surest way to maximum employ
ment and business activity. 

I pass the question of the effect of tax 
reduction on private initiative and the 
free enterprise system, Mr. Chairman. I 
wish to advert directly to my second rea
son fcir supporting this measure. The 
bill provides the greatest amount of tax 
relief for people in low-income groups. 
For instance, all individuals with net 
incomes of $1,000 or less are given a 30-
percent reduction. Most of the others 
will get a 20-percent saving. That is as 
it should be. I need not emphasize the 
enormous increase in the cost of living 
since the outbreak of war. It has been 
more than 50 percent, and this, of course, 
has confronted the low-income person 
with prodigious problems. It has been 
particularly hard upon the white collar 
workers receiving relatively low incomes. 
For example, school teachers, whose difil
culties consti~ute one of the most pressing 
of State and municipal' problems today. 
But office employees and many other 
groups of average Americans are in the 
same difficulty. Their salaries and in
comes did not increase during the war 
period in anything comparable to the 
rate of advances given wage earners in 
factories. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, it 
is entirely fitting that the very low in
come group receives some preferential 
treatment. This bill seeks to do that 
by giving the 30-percent reduction for 
those with net incomes of $1,000 and be
low, a sliding reduction between 20 per
cent and 30 percent for those in the 
groups between $1,000 and $1,400, and 
20 percent which will apply to most of the 
rest of the American taxpayers. 

All of us, of course, would like to reduce 
taxes still more, but we cannot, at least 
for some time. But let us keep one thing 
clearly in mind: The American people 
are firmly of the opinion that the Fed
eral budget must be balanced and that 
some attempt must be made to start pay
ing off the gigantic national debt, the 
interest on which alone costs more than 
the whole Federal Government did be
fore 1933. Let us be clear in our minds 
about this, too: It is impossible to re
duce taxes still more or to shift the bur
den mo.re completely to the upper in
come group as long as our National Gov
ernment expenditures run between thirty 
and forty billion dollars a year, four 
times the level of prewar years. All 
groups in the Nation must pay for big 
government, and the bigger the govern
ment, the more the lower income groups 
must pay. It is idle to talk about pay
ing the costs of the gigantic Federal bu-

reaucracy by a "soak-the-rich" tax 
policy. If we took all the income of the 
so-called rich, it would by no means be 
adequate to pay the costs of the Federal 
Government. This year, under the exist
ing tax law, Government experts tell us 
there will be 46,683,799 taxpayers; 96 
percent, or 44,817,360 of those taxpt~sers 
have net taxable incomes of $5,000 or 
less. Furthermore, they tell us that of 
an estimated net income of $114,293,-
000,000, 79.6 percent or $91,010,000,000 is 
accounted for by people with incomes of 
$5,000 or less. That leaves only $23,283,-
000,000 as the total income of persons 
h~wing an individual income of $5,000 
and above. Furthermore, under the 
present law the people with incomes of 
$5,000 and less pay 55.7 percent of all 
individual income taxes. This percent
age would be lowered to 54.2 percent by 
H. R. 1. The point is inescapable, 
namely, you cannot run big government, 
such as we now have in this country, 
without the low income people paying 
the big share of the cost. People with 
large incomes simply do not have enough 
money, even if you took all of it from 
them, to pay for the luxuries of this 
enormous Government. 
· I mention this for a specific reason, Mr. 

Chairman. We here will take a step to
ward providing some tax relief for the 
lower income people in· particular. But 
all parts of the population will get some 
relief. The point is this: Additional tax 
cuts, which we all desire so g.reatly, can
not be made until we cut back much 
farther the wasteful and expensive big · 
Government which has been built up in 
Washington in the past 14 years. This, 
the people must keep clearly in mind, 
for the more they ask from their Gov
ernment, the more functions and services 
they seek from this prodigious bu
reaucracy, they must pay for it, . and pay 
dearly, for no further tax cuts will be 
possible if we do not reverse the move
ment of the past 14 years. Indeed, taxes 
undoubtedly will have to be increased 
again if we continue to expand the serv
ices and functions of the National Gov
ernment. 

Now. sir, the same observations can 
be applied in respect of the provision 
providing an additional $500 exemption 
for persons 65 years of age and over. It 
is a well-known fact, Mr. Chairman, that 
most people at that age are living on 
their pensions, income from savings, and 
the like. They have been very hard hit 
by a 54-percent rise in the cost of liv
ing since 1939. Consideration of the re
vision of our social security laws which 
would increase financial benefits to old 
people has been delayed by the war and 
the uncertainties of the postwar period. 
So, we owe it to our senior citizens to 
me.ke more adequate provision for them. 
in one way or another. Pending further 
action on social security benefits and 
other readjustments, the present bill will 
offer some special relief to those so justly 
entitled to it. The bill, as amended, 
would prohibit the abuse from the opera
tion of the. $500 exemption provision by 
those people who already have special 
exemption because of ·the nature of their 
incomes. Certainly, this tax provision 
cannot be seriously attacked as set ting 
up _a preferen~l group to receive Gov-
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ernment benefit. It will scarcely be 
maintained that it :';>rovides adequate re
lief for them but at least it ·is a step to
ward correcting a maladjustment which 
is bearing so heavily upon our senior cit
izens, many of whom gave splendid serv
ice during the war effort by continuing 
in their jobs beyond their retirement age, 
or by coming out of reti.rement to help 
the war effort. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BRADLEY]. 

Mr . BRADLEY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I cannot speak for other 
Members of the House but I know that 
the voters of the Eighteenth District of 
California elected me November 5 on a 
platform which advocated, among other 
things, a balanced budget, elimination of 
much of the octopus of New Deal 
bureaucracy and a reduction in income 
taxe~. 

Insofar . as it is within my power I 
intend to live up to every part of this 
platform. · 
. We, in the House, have vote~ to 

slash $6,000,000,000 from the proposed 
budget; day by day we are chopping off 
entrencli.ed bureaucrs.ts through refusal 
of funds to continue their tactics of 
smothering individual freedom; and, 
now, by this bill which .we are consider
ing today, we are going to give that tax 
reduction which is so badly needed and 
so well deserved. · 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
of my district want to reduce the public 
.debt-they want to strengthen the dollar 
and so destroy the tendency towards 

.inflation-but, right now they need their 
earnings fot purposes other than for the 
support of a government which, during 
.the past several years, has performed on 
the theory of "Tax and tax, spend and 
.spend, elect and elect." My constituents 
are the kind of people who cannot be 

. fooled all the time by even the most 
magnificent flow of distorted facts from 

· a ·multitude· of administraticn- propa
gandists. My constituents have seen 
through the smokescreens thrown up to 
stave off defeat at the next elect ions. 
.They see through opposition efforts to 
prevent the Republican Party from 
delivering the goods it promised-the 
goods which the American public has 
bought and paid for-the goods, which 
include a substantial tax reduction for 
every income· taxpayer. · 

No tax bill is perfect. No tax bill ever 
will be perfect. Yet, this bilJ does a lot 
of things I like. The 30-percent slash 
on small incomes makes me very happy. 
Through it, the man with just $1 ,000 
taxable income will have $57 more of his 
earnings to· spend on his wife and kids. 
And that $57 is not chicken feed out 

. in California where the cost of living 
has gene up just as it has here, and 
where we want people to live as Amer
icans should live-not crowded together 
in hovels like sheep in a cattle car. 

Then this $500 exemption for those 
good senior citizens who have had 6.5 
birthdays roll around. It means at 
least $90 a year additional for every such 

- person who has a taxable income of 
$1,000. 

Let us look at the · civil-service annul- With some humility, I am here to sug-
tant and his wife, retired after long and _gest a plan for the consideration of Con
faithful service, both well along· in years gress. 
and getting about $2,200 per annum. The national debt can be paid-but 
These people have been praying for some not with hopes alone. It can be paid 
magic which wou1d give them an ex- only with money-and plenty of it. 
emption of around $1,200 a year over and Practical debt retirement cannot now 
above their regular exemption as man be accomplished at a cost of less than 
and wife. And here, praise God, we $5,000,000,000 a year paid on the prin
hand it to ther.::, for when they add their cipal. Any sum less than this amount 
$500 each to their family exemptions, will rapidly create a permanent debt of 
and_ then add in other deduct~)le items almost $250,000,000,000, for which $5,
such as taxes, contributions, and so 000,000,000 must be paid each year in 
forth, they .will find themselves tax-free. interest. 
· The big-income man will get his cut, A policy of forgetting about debt re
too-in a lesser degree, but su:fficiimt, tirement will be very easy to adopt after 
I hope, to release capital for investment July 1, 1947, for, by that time, much of 
and t9 show that the party in control the surplus cash in the United States 
of this House is not 'imbued with loyalty .Treasury will have been used to remove 
toward any one financial level of our peo- the twenty-billions from the postwar debt 
ple, but rather, that it goes all out to give peak of $280,0DQ,OOO,OOO. Unless addi
a break to every American. · tiona! funds are made available for this 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. Let purpose not later than September 15 of 
.us pass it with a resounding majority so this year, debt reduction will cease, for 
America can see exactly where we stand all time. 
and how we live up to our promises. Forgetting about postwar debt reduc-

_Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I tion has been tried before by other na
yield such ·time as he may desire to the tions, but not by the United States. 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CoLE]. Fighting wars on credit has long been 

Mr. COLE' of Kansas. Mr.· Chairman, a habit of modern nations, but, so far, 
no one but the financial wizards of the the United States has not subscribed to 

. New Deal could "reduce" the Govern- the European practice of waging the next 

. ment debt $20,000,000,000 -and by the war before making a substantial payment 
same transaction increase its liabilities. on the debt created by the Oz:le most re· 

This is the administration which ob- cently concluded. 
jects to the Republican proposed tax How constant debt is associated with 
reduction bill ·on the theory that they constant wars is shown by the experience 
should first have the opportuni.ty to re- of Great Britain. The English people 
duce the debt. have had ·a funded debt ever sil}ce 1695, 

Judging by past performance, if we and the cost of settling the affairs of 
permit them to perform these mystic Europe and the world have kept this debt 
rites of financial mumbo-jumbo, we may on the rise ever since William III's time. 
find our debt burden doubled. By 1793, it stood at about $1,300,000,000, 

As an example of sorcery, witness the at a time when the United States owed 
Victory Loan. eighty millions. . In 1820, after settling 

- .the accou:tats of the Napoleonic Wars, 
The war ended in August 1945, and Great Britain owed more than $4,000,

the drive · for this loan was opened in ooo,ooo, and this debt remained at sub
October of that year. No sound ·reason stantially the same level until 1914 . 
existed for 'this additional burden upon ·world War r brought a British peak 
the gigantic debt load. This is evidencea debt of ·more ·han• $38,000,000,000, and 
by the fact that, as a result of the loan, World War II has raised the British debt 

·on February 28, 1946, the Treasury had a to beyond $lOO,OOO,OOO,OOO. A constantly 
·cash balance of $26~000 ,000,000. Also, rising public debt is not unique to Great 
-added to our debt burden were $20,000,;.. :Brit_ain; it is typiqal qfmost mo~ern na
·ooO,OOO long-term; 2% and 2'/4 interest . tions, and has frequently been flaunted 
bo~~~- what did our bright. scholars do? as one necessary aspect of the process of 

becoming a great power. 
They "reduced" the debt by paying off But a rising public debt has not always 

. in cash $2.0,000,000,000 of sh<;>rt-term se- been eagerly acclaimed in the United 
curities bearing interest at seven-eighths states. Indeed, the debt remaining from 
to 1% percent. · the Revolution and the War of 1312 was 

Our wizards of debt. reduction, there·- . marked "paid in full" in 1935. Half the 
fore, . borrowed money from Peter at a MeXican ·war -debt was . paid ·before the 
high rate of interest, to pay Paul to clouds of the Civil War approached, and 
whom we owed money, but who Was will- nearly two-thirds of the Civil Vvar debt 
ing to continue the investment at a low was paid by 1893. After World War I, 
rate of interest. the $26,000,000,000 debt was reduced to 

Our Government is worse off than if sixteen bilHons in 1930. 
there had been no debt reduction. Today the United States has an 

This costly sleight-of-hand is char- equally favorable opportunity. 
acteristic of those who now say, "L~t·s If Congress chooses, the present na
not .have a tax reduction. Give us the . tional-debt of $262,000,000,000 can be cut 
money and we will manage the debt." in half by 1975. 

The term, .I advise, is "mangle the And if the present debt is ever to be 
debt." reduced at all, the choice must be made 

The administration has glibly talked of quickly. 
debt reduction for months, but not one _ For the national debt is not a lump 
sound plan has been presented by them sum .which one may whittle at as he 
for deb'~ reduction. wishes. 
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It is a complex assortment of install

ment payments. In effect, the United 
States has agreed t .o pay so many remit
tances a year toward the remaining 
costs of World War U. And it can pay 
these remittances only when the in~ll
ments tall due. 

These installments are of many dif:.. 
fercnt types. On July 1, 1947, our 
$260,000,000,000 debt will include about 
forty billions which will pTobably never 
be paid; these are in Government trust 
funds and currency. The fifty billiotls 
in savings bonds will remain relatively 
constant; in prosperous years, at least, 
redemptions m11 . be balanced by sales 
and accrued interest. The floating debt 
will aloo include as much as $~7.000,
COO,COO in low-interest-! to 1% per
cent-securities subject to annual re
demntion or renewal. 

Bat the real challenge of our national 
debt WI11 lie neither in the forty bil
lions used for various Government serv
ices, nor in the ninety-seven billions 
which can be redeemed on short notice. 
The real test of debt payment will come 
tn the handling of the remaining $123,
GOO,OOO,OOO. For, if this portion of the 
national debt is not paid off a-s each 
separate issue falls due, payment of the 
unredeemed part will be postponed for 
as long as 20 years. 

In 1999, not very many persons will 
wish to be taxed to pay off a debt which 
was :_:~..ccumu!ated in lg46. Theoretically, 
there is r..o statute of limitations on the 
paym.eut of public debt such as often af
fects the payment of bad private debts. 
In practice, however, no nation has yet 
asked its citizens to pay off th-rough taxa
tion, the debt incurred in ~a1·1ier genera
tions. In most programs of debt retire
ment, each genemtian of citizens pays on 
only that poTt!on. of the public debt which 
it accumulated for its own purposes; in
h€rited debt is either carried on the books · 
forever or repudiated outright if it be
ccmes too burdensome. 

For this rea~on. Congress should and 
can take imm€diate steps to halve the 
present debt within 20 years. 

It has the power to do so. And it must 
do so at once, because $4:,000,000,000 of 
the one hp.ndred and twenty-three bil
lions is 'Gied up in long-term bonds, ma
turing during the 1948 fiscal y€ar, and 
must be paid as they fall due or become 
perpetual debt. 

Unless a substant!a.l sum is set aside 
from 1948 revenues, these bonds wi11 not 
be paid ofi. Tlli--ee billion dcfiars must 
remain in the 'ITeasury cash balance at 
an ti..~es to take care of continual debt 
transactions. and only the ca£h in excess 
cf this a..711mrnt can be used to eut down 
the size of the tot~,! debt. O!l Ju!y 1, the 
excess cash may amount to more than 
$3,000,000,000; but it can melt away by 
September 15, unless Congress delib
erately provides for a surplus of revenues 
dming the 1948 fiscal year. 

In the coming fiscal year. it is already 
aiJoarent that an ·effort will be made to 
seCure a smplus of about . $5,000,000,000 
to be applied on the reduction of the 
national debt. 

Ii Congress sets aside at least $5,000,-
000,000 each year to retire the Federal 

debt, that debt will be more than halved 
by 1975. It might be well for Congress 
to provide that the budget include each 
year, a sum of $10,000,000,000 for paying 
the interest on the public debt and a 
pm:tion of the principal. Each year, it 
eould enforce debt retirement by lower
ing, as provided in the fiscal provisions of 
the L~slative Reorganization Act of 
1946. the legal limit of the national debt. 
As the debt declined. the interest charges 
would also drop, and· a larger portion of 
the remaining debt could be paid each 
year. · 

Such a program would, by no means-, 
rule out tax reductions. 

Nor is it necessarily incompatible with 
the present tax bill offered by the Repub
lican members of the Ways and Means 
Comm~ttee. T8,x reduet!on is . impera
tive. Our people are weaey of the bur
den, and are entitled to relief. The de
tails of tjming, percentage, and exemp
tions have been agreed upon by the com
mittee, While I do not agree· with all 
these detailS, particularly with the re~ 
reactive and percentage features, yet, if 
we are to have relief, we must accept the 
best judgment of our committee. 

That judgment includes a considered 
op1nion that this tax bill will produce 
forty-one billions of revenue. The 
thirty-one and five-tenths billion bud .. 
get, recently adopted by the House, pro
vides for the five billion interest on the 
debt. Thus, my plan will only require 
five billion of the surplus and leave four 
and five-tenths billion for cushion and 
emergencies. 

I am introducing a bill which, if adopt
ed, will, for the first time, fix a definite, 
sound policy of debt reduction. Gener
ally, it will require the payment of $10,-
000,000,000 on the principal and interest 
of the debt each year. 

In addition, the Treasury will be re
quired to pay, in cash, the long term se
curities the year in which they mature 
{)r are callable. 

Allowing for the prospective 194:'1 cash 
balance of $6.000,000.000 (half of which 
must remain at hand for current needs), 
I have computed a schedule showing re
sults of my plan in a period of continu
ing prosperity. I ask unanimous consent, 
Mi·. Chairman, that this schedule be in
Cluded in the REcoRD immediately fol
lowing these remarks. 

Mr. Cltairman. the best laid plans of 
men for reduction of expenditures and 
taxes will be of little value unless this 
pl211 I have outlined m- a similar one is 
adopted. 

We may permit the willy-nilly hap
hazard confusion in the management of 
the debt without specific directions or 
certaint-y of funds. Or, we may set up a 
defi11Jte fiscal policy for an orderly and 
econorn:ic retirement of the debt. 

The first choice involves the freezing 
of our public debt at the present level, 
the second gives positive hope of placing 
our economy upon a sound financial 
basis. 

The American people expect this Con
gress to bring order out of chaos, to re
store sanity to Government. 

I offer these sugg,estions as my con
tribution toward the achievement of this 
goal. . · 

tAll figures m billions of dollars) 

1948_ -------------1949 ____________ _ 

1950.-------------
1951.-------------19f2 ___________ _ 

1951!.- ------------
11!54 __ - ·--·.-- ----
1955.- -·----·-----
19.5£L . __ ----------
1~ - ---------- ---
195!L _ ------------1959 ___________ _ 

l~IL -·-·---------19ai_ ___________ _ 

1962 ___ --------·--
190.L ••• -------·--
1964 •• -- ----------1965 _________ _ 

1966 __ • ---------- -
1967--------------
19GS __ •• --·-------1.91i9 __________ _ 
!970 ••• -- _________ , 

197L.------------
1972 ••• --------·--
1973 __ ------------
1974 __ - ---·------
197:5 __ --------- ·--

Debt pay
ment 

7.5 
5.~ 
5.1 
5.1 
S.2 
5.2 
5. 3 
~.~. 
5.b 
5.G 
.'i.G 
5.7 
.5.S 
5.!> 
;5.9 
1:\Q 
f!.l 
C.2 
1l. 2 
f.S 
0.4 
.6.4 
(}.5 
(\..5 
'G.G 
G. 7 
tl8 
1:..9 

Interest 
payment 

5.0 
a.o 
4.9 
4.!) 
4.S 
4.S 
4. 7 
4.C 
4.5 
4.~ 
4.4 
4.:.: 
4.2 
4.1 
4.1 
4.0 
3.9 
.a.s 
a. s 
~7 
3.G 
3.G 
3.5 
3.5 
3.4 
3.3 
3. 2 
2.1 

Proposed 
limit on 

cebt 

::65 
25S 
253 

. 24'3 

~ 
2.13 
227 
.222 
217 
211 
21}.1 
an 
194 
183 
1S2 
17J 
111) 
16~ 
us 
l.ll 
145 
13S 
132 
125 
128 
121 
114 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
Yield 10 minutes tO the gentleman from 
New Yo!"k {!lr. ·LYNCH]. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
make my position on tax reduction crys
ta! clear. I believe that when we have 
balanced the budget and made a substan
tial reduction in the national debt, we 
should give a reduction in taxes to those 
who are least able to carry the burden. 
I believe that roch reduction can best be 
effected by increasing the tax exemP
tions. 

I cannot sunnort the tax biD presently 
before us f01; ronsideration. The tax
reduction plan embOOied in this bill was 
conceived in political expediency, nur
tm~ed by political demagoguery, and de
livered to you today in political despera
tion. It was conceived in political 
expediency for the reason that it was 
intended only as :J, preelection vote
catching device. No thought had been 
given to the fin8,nces of the Government, 
but it was popu.1ar before November 5th 
last to promi~ that taxes would be re;.. 
duced. It was popular to try to make 
the peOple forget the financial obliga
tions that the most terrific war in world 
history had forced upon them, and it was 
popular to tell our American IJeople that 
the Demom:atic administ£-ation that had 
guided the countl:y through the world's 
wm·st financial depression and emerged 
triumphantly as still a free, democratic 
government and had, likewire, guided the 
count-ry through mankind's worst war 
a?!d emerged tnumphantly as st.'ill a 
great, free, democratic government, was 
responsible for the staggering debt bur
den that the war of tbe Four Freedoms 
entailed. Political expediency, it was, 
and of the raukest kind. 

The1-e can be lit'&le doubt that the tax
reduction plan contained in this bill was. 
liltewise. nurtured by polii;ical demagog
Uei."Y. Under the guL<:e of tax reduction 
it was intended as a windfall for the rich 
and a hand-?Ut for the poor. It was in-
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tended to bring the -tax in the· -highest 
brackets !fown below prewar leyels, but -
the tax of the little man in the lower 
brackets was to be kept substantially 
above prewar levels. The vigorous oppo
sition of the minority brought these 
facts to light, with the result that a 
sugar-coating-a 30-percent tax reduc
tion for those with incomes of $1 ,325-
was devised in order to make the whole 
bill more palatable. 

The more the American people pon
dered over the inequities and injustices 
of H. R. 1, the so-called Knutson bill, the 
greater has become their indignation, 
when they realize that under this bill the 
spendable income of a married person, 
without dependents, and with an annual 
income of $1,200 is increased just $11 
or 1 percent, while the spendable income 
of a married man, without dependents, 
and $500,000 annual income is increased
from $92,536 to $157,926 or 70.7 percent. 

Note the contrast: The increase in 
spendable income per annum for the lit
tle man is $11-22 cents a week, 3 cents· 
a day-not enough to pay for a Repub
lican newspaper in New York City. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr~ Chairman,_ will the 
gentleman yield?. 

_Mr. LYNCH. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. KEAN. Let us look into that mat
ter a little. You are talking about a 
married man with no dependents with 
$1,200 income. Do you mean net taxable 
income? 

Mr. LYNCH. Net income before per
sonal exemptions. 

Mr. KEAN. You did not say that. 
Mr. LYNCH. Net taxable income. 

With an income of $1,200 of the persorr 
cited without denendents this bill will 
give him a spendable income increase of 
$11 per annum·, which is 22 cents a week 
or 3 cents a day, which is just enough ta 
buy a postage stamp. 

Mr. KEAN. What increase in the 
spendable income would it amount to if 
there was no tax at all? 

Mr. LYNCH. When you take away the 
tax, of course, you increase the spend
able income. 

Mr. KEAN. It would only amount to 
2 or 3 percent if it were removed en
tirely, would it not? 

Mr. LYNCH. When you take away the 
taxes, you increase spendable income by 
so much. 

Mr. KEAN. Yes; by about 2 or 3 per
cent. 

Mr. LYNCH. By whatever is the 
amount of the tax. This is the time to 
increase the spendable income of the lit
tle man. 

1\IIr. KEAN. Absolutely. 
Mr. LYNCH. This is not the time to 

increase by tax reduction the 'income of 
the big man. · This is the time to in
crease the income of the little man who 
has not got enough to buy the necessities 
of life, t he cost of which has increased so 
much since the end of the war when all 
controls were removed. I say, if we are 
going to have tax relief, that t ax relief 
should be given to the small man. The 
best way to do it, in my opinion, is to 
incre:?,se the exemptions, but if you take 
it your way and give the 30-percent in-

crease, you give- the sman ·man ·of. $1,200 
net income before ·pe.rcsop.al exemptions 
an increase in his spendable income of 
exactly 3 cents a day. That is the Re
publican generosity of the day. 

Mr. KEAN. Or a one-third reduction 
in his taxes. 

Mr. LYNCH. That is the Republican 
generosity of the day. As a matter of 
fact, the distinguished chairman of the 
committee, in giving this concession of 
3 cents a day to the man with a $1 ,200 
income, indicated the generosity of the 
Republican Party to the low-bracket tax
payer. I just want to say that the great 
heart of Minnesota opened with gen
erosity when the chairman agreed to ac
cept this amendment. 

The American people will be outraged 
when they learn that the income tax of 
the $4,000 per year married p8rson, with
out dependents, Will, under H. R. 1, as 
amended, be increased over his 1939 tax 
by 970.5 percent, while the income tax · 
for the married person, without depend
ents, with a $5,000,000 income will be in
creased over his 1~39 tax by only nine
tenths of 1 percent. Is there any wonder 
that there were only 2 days of public 
hearings? Is there any wonder that rep
resentatives of labor, agriculture, smaU 
business, pensioners, and white-collar 
workers were :flatly and unprecedentedly 
denied by the majority the opportunity 
to appear in apposition _at the hearings 
before the committ.ee?. The majority 
had, of necessity, to invite the Secretary 
of the Treasury-to testify, and he testifi€d 
vigorously in opposition. The Commis
sioner of Internal Revenue had, of neces
sity, to be invited to testify as to the 
technical difficulties of the original 
H.R.l. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield. 
. Mr. EBEUHARTER... I just wanted ·to 

observe that the Commissioner of In-. 
ternal Revenue did not have an oppol'.
tunity to testify as to how difficult it 
may be to administer this particular: act 
that is b8fore us tod2.y. We have no 
word from him in any shape or f0rm 
as to how difficult it may b8 to admin
ister these notch provisions and various 
other differences between this bill and 
H. R. 1 as originally introduced. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, wlll the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYNCH. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. REED of New York. Commis

sioner Numc;,.n was questioned on that 
subject and said it would not require 
more than 60 days. 

Mr. LYNCH. No. The gentleman is 
in error. 

Mr. REED of New York. Oh, we are 
always in error. 

Mr. LYNCH. I think the RECORD will 
show that the gentleman is in error. 

The CHAIRMAN. The t ime of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman two additional minutes. 

Mr. LYNCH. I think the gentleman 
will see that Commissioner Nunan re
ferred to the original bill. We did not 
have these amendments under. consider
ation at that time. 
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Amendments to the bill were voted 

without any knowledge as. to the tech
nical difficulties involved, except that it 
was conceded that the difficulties that 
the taxpayer and employer would meet 
would be greatly enhanced. But speed 
was of the essence-rash preelection 
promises had been 'made, when the Re
publicans did not think they would con
trol the Congress and have the responsi
bilities that go with that control. Each 
da,y has brought greater criticism on a 
do-nothing Congress. The fiasco of the 
excise tax bill, when the majority in 
newspa~er headlines promised reduc
tions and then extended all excise taxes · 
with the exception of those on foreign 
air travel and on certain fur-trimmed 
garments. Today, in political despera
tion, this bill is brought forth in the 
House-:-the majority must get off the 
spot their preelection promises and post
election braggadocio have made so un
comfortably hot. 

Mr. Chairman, other than the Secre
tary of the Treasury and the. Commis.
sioner of Internal Revenue, only. two wit
nesses were permitted to testify-those _ 
two were specially selected for their 
known views in favor of the 20 percent , 
cut across-the-board-one a member of 
a well-known law firm in New York that 
represents.. a Wall Street clientele and 
the ·other a director and head of per
sonal trust department of the Bankers 
Trust an<.L also a directo-r of the Hearst 
Co .. United States Lines, American Air
ways, American Superpower Co., and 
other large corporati_ons. In brief, their 
testimony .. was that -a reduction in in
dividual income taxes was necessary as 
·an incentive for business and an inc.en-_ 
tive to the individual. Those arguments. 

- are transparently fallacious. Today the 
national income is at its all-tim3 peak, 
approximating- $165,000,000,000; industry-
is in. as high production as the scarcity 
of material and labor will permit; unem- . 
p!oyment is at a low ebb; the financial. 
reports of corporations show substantial 
increases over the lush year of 1945....:._· 
business- needs no incentive, it has all 
the incentive to a high production that 
scarcity and high prices can possibly give. 

In the column Business ·Briefs of the 
Washington Star of March 21, last, there 
appears a note that business loans 
climbed $193 ,000,000 in the week ended 
March 12 to the unprecedented total of 
$10,995,000,000 which was :j;3 ,509,000 ,000 
above a year ago. That certainly does 
nat show that business needs an in
centive. 

In the New York Herald Tribune of 
yesterday there appears an article to the 
effect that the volume of outstanding 
bank loans in the United States increased 
more than $5,000,000,000 in 1946, which is 
the largest gain reported for any 12-
month period since 1919-20, when a simi
lar expansion occurred. That certainly 
does not indicate that venture capital 
needs an incentive. 

One of the witnesses was particularly 
concerned that young men in his law 
office and elsewhere getting $8,000 or 
$10,000 a year woui.d lose their incentive 
to work if these taxes were continued 
longer. I asked him.. point-blank if be 
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knew of any such men whose ambition 
had thus been thwarted ·and be said no. 
This gentleman quite unde!'Standably 
boasted .of his Scotch thrift, so I imagine 
~hat taxes or no taxes, incentive or no 
incentive. he saw to it that the young 
associates in his law office turned out t.he 
work. I asked h!m if he knew .:any man 
getting $3.000 a year or $20.000 or $25,-
000 quitting his job b-e.cause the taxes 
were too high and his answer w~ in the 
negative. He did refer, however, to a 
man, well over '10. wn.o had sn .income 
that put him into the top brackets, wbo 
finally decided to qui~I suspect. how
ever, that old age and an accumulated _. 
pot of gOld had moo·e to do with the re
tirement than present-day taxes. 

Not one sound argument has been pre
sented for the· passage of this bill. Not · 
one shred of eredible evidence· has been 
adduced to support the bill. It goes con
trary to every sound pti~clple of taxa
tion-it Is tn direct opposition to every 
sound prtnciple of business. 

· It is not sound policy to reduce the 
revenues of the Government when· we do . 
not know what the budget is going to be · 
and if the majority cannot agree amongst 
themselves in the future better tb.an they 
have in the past-we won•t know what 
the budget will be for a considerable · 
length of time.· It is not sound policy 
to reduce the revenues of the Govern
nrent. not only when we do not know 
what the budget will be. but when we 
also do not know what thf' appropriations 
will be.· 
· Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair

man. I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from West Virginia £Mr. L~VB]. 

Yr. LOVE. Mr. Chairman .• it is with. 
a pleasing satisfaction that I rise at this 
time to speak in support of the amended 
H. R. 1. I shall vote for tl'lis bilL Many 
of m:y colleagues are well aware that I . 
have been wo!'king for an immediate in
come tax relief that will be fait to tax
payers in all brackets. I forthwith urge· 
all my colleagues to vote for this bill 
in its amended form~ 

One of the fil·st steps toward a strong 
government is a sound fiscal policy. It 
is gratif-ying to know that we are making 
that .step. Por the first time in many 
years the income of our Government will 
be more than its exoenditures. We shall 
not only balance th-e budget but we plan 
to pay a substantial sum toward the na
tional debt and also cut personal income 
taxes as provided in this bill. P..egardless 
of what anyone may say, I submit that 
this is a tum in the direction of pros
pertLy. 

Prosperity is the result of an incentive 
fo? investors to enter business coupled 
wlth adequate living conditions of the 
working people. I have never favored 
the theory that a person should be taxed 
for all he made over $25,000. I believe 
such a theory hurts business and curtails 
employment. I hope the tune may come 
when an investor may be able to keep 
half of what he makes regardless of the 
amount. 

Therefore, I say that this bill will be a 
great meentive for investment and create 
many new jobs. For a stronger r-eason, I 
am for thi-9 bill because it gives a ~0 per-

cent tax reduction to more thali 25.-
000,000 taxpayers of the lower income 
groups and a reduction of between 20 
anl130 per.cent for an addi.tional6.000.000 
taxpayers. This is what I bave been 
fighting for. This is the best part of a 
good tax reform, ·in my opinion. The 
man or woman who struggles for .the 
necessities ()f life should be th~ first to 
have the most tax relief. 

I am speaking in particular ()f workers 
with small income; who need bread and 
butter and substance for their families. 
also the many offi.ee workers. store clerks. 
and sehool teachers and like grolJPS who 
have not benefited from increased sal
aries, yet who have paid income taxes 
with money that should be used for the 
b2.re neeeESities oi life. I am als-o for 
this bill because it tnereases exemption 
by $500 to more trnm 3.000,000 taxpayers 
beyond the -age of 65 yea iS. , 

·Yes, I am for this bill not only because 
it will be "2.n ineentive for business, bnt. 
in -particular, because it gives Subs"'tantia.l : 
tax r.e.llef to more than 31,000,000 l)eaple · 

It also ·opens the ~oor 'for: slashing· ·. 
needless 'Federal expenditures, balancing 
the· budget. and. creating irieome· far the 
r.eduetion of the terlifi.c national debt 
which the peOple demand and we must 
have for a. sound, growing Nation. 

Mr. MILU3. Mr. Chairman. I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla
homa £Mr. MONB.ONEY]. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman. 
during the 2 days' hearings that were . 
granted on this bill, which I consider of 
the greatest. moment of any that has , 
been considered by the House in tbe past 
several years. we had witnesses from the 
Treasury ~partment and the Internal 
Revenue Bureau. and witnesses whose 
principal business interests were on Wall 
St!"eet. 

I wonder if the 1:0mmittee during that 
time had oceas1nn to .glance at the rePort 
of the Committee on the PUblic Debt. It · 
is a great booklet. It was the last thing : 
prepared by the late Brig. Gen. Leonard 
P. Ayres. 'one· of the greatest statisticians · 
of all time. · 

iri the low -income bracket&. · 'THIS ~ .PUELic nEB't· 

Mr · Chairman, I yield back the balan-ce It, is a. study I think . the Metimers on 

j ; 

of my time. . . . . _ 
:Mr. K!IJ""UT'SuN. Mr. Chairman. I · the Republican side of the House might " 

yield sueh tim~ as-.he may desire to the welll90k in:to. n is revealipg, and m&if-
gentleman from Indiana I'M!". GILLn:]. be it might cause them to forego tbe.i.r- , 

Mr. Gfl..LIE. M1"- Chairman. I ri~ In longing, as we D2mocrats-are .willing to · 
m forego our longing, to hand out on a su:.. 

support cf this tax-l'elief bill. It WI ver platter ·a tax :reduction at a time · 
come like a breath of fresh air to the when the national debt exceeds J:lnn debt 
millions of 'taxpayel'S who have been ·· . ~ - . 
stagnatmg under -the heavy burden of ever carried .by any principality, democ-

f N racy. or kingdom jn the world's histoty. ·-
taxation necessitated by 14 years o e\'1 On the· ·front ,..,ag·r.> . o·f· . 4-'1..~- de.bt sM-.A_n· •. 
Deal extravagance. It wru; inevitable - ~ ~ ~ ~JUU.J . 

that the Republicans should . sponsor we see that the public debt now totals 
tax redu.ction and reverse the policy of $'7,009 per famliy. whicn figures ()Ut on 8. 
the arlministrati'ori whi.eh has been ehok- per capita basis of $1,981 of public debt 

· ing the initiative and incentive m· -our·· for eve!'y :Person :W the United states. 
people with oppressive t~. This bill 
permits the small wage earner to catch· 
his tax breath. ·It will provide .a ·shot 
in the :arm to our free-enterprise sys':"' 
tem. Tax savings ean be diverted into 
bus!ness and investment channels. The · 
time-hono1·ed desire which has stimu- · 

· lated our people mto new nelds of en
deavor . .is given new challenge. Punitive 
and restrictive tax policies are being re
voked. This is a .step in the rjgbt di
rection. 

It often has been said that the power 
to tax. is the power to destroy. That 
is· what the past tax policies have been 
doing. By increasing the tax load dur
ing the last four administrations. taxa
tion has become a monster frightening 
the future of our Nation. Since the end 
of the war, it has been a faetor in dis
com·ag.ing the start of small businesses 
and halting the venture of individuals 
into new fields of endeavor. With in
creasing eosts under the infiation 
brought about by the wasteful expendi
tures and controls, the small-inCome 
family has been faced with a serious 
dilemma as to how to feed and clothe 
its members. This bill will help oiiset 
the higher cost of living. It will permit 
an expanding economy. It provides a 
fair shake for all ·or the taxpayers. af
fording the greatest relief to tlle lower
income brackets. Moreover. Jt will take 
ea.re of those persons over 65 years of age 
who are living on pensions. annuities. 
and retirement pay. 

This is eight times greate!" than it was 
at the end ofW,orld War I when the pub- ' · 
lie debt was $240. per capita; or 25 times · 
greater -than.dul"ing the Civil War when 
the national credit virtually eollepsed. · 

Measured by our national income the -
national debt is now 180 percent {)f ·our . 
national income and bear in mind our 
national income is at an all-time high 
pojnt. p ease bear fn mind ·that -d~pite .. 
our record-breaking national income, the 
debt has never before exeeeded 52.2 per- ·' 
cent cf national ineume-and tl1rs· after 
the ·CiVIl War. After World War I the 
then high public debt was 41 percent cf ' 
national income. 

I have heard many members of the · 
Republican Party stand up on this floor 
in 1939 and 1940 and ten us at that time ~ 
it was dangerous to our system of free · 
enterprise, our capitalistic system, to · 
carry a public ·debt of $45.000,000,000. 

W~ .IS THEIR LOGIC "NOW? 

. I wonder how with any logic or .reason 
these same men on the Republican side 
can now ignore tb.e danger of a public 
debt that is rome 000 percent greater 
than tt was at the time those speecheS 
were made and come in here today with 
a $200,000,000.000 debt· a.sking far a tax 
reduction. . 

Ob, this debt book I think you .Repub
licsns could well study because I believe 
you Will find in there something that 
might cause the hair to stan<\ up on .the 
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back of your neck some night and make 
you wonder what will happen if the in
terest rate on this public debt ever gets 
back up to its historic normal figure be
tween 4 and 5 percent. 

It is now the lowest in all history-
2 percent. 

HISTORIC RATE BETWEEN 4 AND 5 PERCENT 

The inte,rest rate, and you can see on 
this chart, has been around 4 and 5 per
cent 011. an historic basis. If the interest 
rate on this staggering public debt goes 
back to normal, your debt service alone 
for interest will be $10,000,000,000. 

Yet now, with the national income at 
an all-time high point, you refuse, you 
decline to reduce by any definite amount · 
this staggering public debt. 

DEBT CORNERSTONE OF CAPITALISTIC SYSTEM 

This public debt is the cornerstone, the 
keystone of our free 'enterprise system 
tbat we have and must continue to make 
work. Without the public debt being 
safely handled, withot!t the confidence . 
of the people of this country in these 
bonds that have been issued by the 
United ·states~ then your· capitalistic sys
tem is in grave danger. 

If you will study the decadence of all 
the older countries of Europe you will find 
that the loss of confidence in the debt 
structure of their country preceded their 
inflation and collapse in almost every in
stance .. 

Yet now you Republicans are refus
ing to pledge any payment on this pub
lic debt, but you do pledge $3,830,000,000 
tax reduction despite this staggering na
tional ~oad of a $260,000,000,000 war debt. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- · 
man, w111 the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. REED of New York. -I want to say 
to the gentleman that he has lodged a 
perfect indictment against sown party 
and his own boss. • 

Mr. MONRONEY. The gentleman 
knows very well that more than $20.000,-
000,000 of the $260,000,000.,000 debt was 
created by anything other than the war. 
He ·knows that as well as I do, and yet he 
voted for every one of thes·e appropria
tions that ·took the debt up from $45,-
000,000,000 to $260,000,000,000, and I 
ask the gentleman to affirm or deny that. 

Mr. REED of New York. All that you 
have done since you came into power 
is to rob the people of $3,000,000,000 by 
reducing the value and the purchasing 
power of the dollar. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Will the gentle
man get on the subject? 

Mr. REED of New York. All you have 
done is to vote debt after debt, to pile· 
up one debt upon the other, all the time 
you were in power. You doubled the 
debt. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I have but a lim
ited amount of time. I ask that the 
gentleman be specific. 

Mr. REED of New York. You kept 
piling up the debt 9.nd you voted for 
every inflationary measure of the Gov
ernment that would create that deb_t. 

PREWAR DEBT, FORTY-FIVE BILLIONS 

Mr. MONRONEY. The gentleman 
knows very well that the public debt was 

less than $45,000,000,000 when this 
country started preparing for war, and 
he and the members of his party voted 
unanimously to put that debt up to 
$260,000,000,000, and I challenge anyone 
here to deny it. You know very well 
that you helped to fight this war with 
money as well as boys, and if you did not 
appropriate that money the war would 
still be going on, and the gentleman 
knows that. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. I think the record will 
show that most of the Members on this 
side of the aisle voted to stop giving 
lend-lease to Russia after Germany was 
defeated, and that most of the Members 
on the other side voted to continue that 
expense. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The gentleman 
knows very well that the debt has been 
reduced since the end of the war with the 
balance on hand in tbe Treasury bal
ances, anC: ~et they say that the Demo
cratic Party created this $260·,000,000,000 
debt when you know it is ~bsoJu.tely not 
true. · 

FINANCIAL iNTEGRITY FIRST 

The first duty of Congress is -to main
tain this Nation's -financial integrity. 
How we handle and retire this war debt 
is the cornerstone of our free-enterprise 
system. 

The House majority has refused to ear-. 
mark one thin dime for debt retirement 
even though the Members in the other 
body have insisted on earmarking, by 
unanimous consent, over $2.600,000,000 
toward debt retirement. 

I say even if the present Knudson tax
relief bill were an equitable bill-which I 
do not think it is, I think it i~ a relief bill 
for the rich-! would still be against it. 
This is no time to cut nearly $4,000,-
000,000 out of Uncle Sam's income when 
our war debt is greater than any debt 
that has ever been carried by any people 
ever on the face of the earth. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, if the gentleman will yield further, 
it was not created by any political party 
except your own. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Does the gentleman 
deny that it was necessary to vote large 
sums for the conduct of the war? 

Mr. REED of New York. And I will 
give the gentleman another example. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Will the gentleman 
deny that it was necessary to appropri
ate large sums of money for the conduct 
of the war? 
. Mr. REED of New York. Why, bless 
your dear heart, you armed Japan or you 
would not have had a war in the Pacific, 
and you would not have had Pearl Har-
bor. Your party did that. . 

Mr. MONRONEY. Will the gentle
l ... lan answer the question? He has failed 
to deny that his party voted the neces-· 
sary funds as far as the conduct of the 
war was concerned. 

Mr. REED of New York. Every life 
and every dollar that the Pacific war 
cost you voted for. You armed Japan. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I refuse to yield 
further. The gentleman knows and 

/ 

every member of his party knows that 
outside of $20,000,000;000 of this debt, 
the balance is entirely war created, and 
the gentleman's party, I am proud to say, 
was patriotic enough to vote for the 
creation of the debt to arm our men over
seas. Now you come in and say it is a 
New Deal debt. 

Mr. McCORMAC!{. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

1\/.Cr. McCORMACK. The po~ition 
taken by the gentleman from New York 
and others like him would, if carried to 
the final conclusion, indicate that they 
must be sorry they won the war. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Or at least that 
they would have refused on s€cond look, 
perhaps, to vote for money to carry on 
the war. · 

Mr. REED of New York. You armed 
Japan and you armed Yugoslavia, and 
now you come in and send our boys, their 
blood, our money, and our treasure to 
try to lick the fellow you armed. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I think I might 
add, inasmuch as the gentleman makes 
this remark,- that with world affairs in 
the condition they are I think it is a 
very poor time for this Congress to show 
reluctance in raising the necessary funds 
to keep this country strong. 

Out of your appropriation bms as re
ported by Republican controlled com
mittees 40 percent of which have been 
passed, you have cut less than $125,000,-
000. . 

You are not going to gep your promised 
$6,000,000,000 saving out of the 60 per
cent remainder of that amount because 
,the Army, the Navy, and the Veterans' 
Affairs appropriations comprise 85 per 
cent of the remaining amount. 

I _ do not believe even the gentleman 
from New York would care. to cut nation-· 
al defense at this time. 

It seems apparent to me that the only 
safe, sane and responsible way for Con
gress to handle this momentous question 
is for us to wait and see if these nebulous 
promises of $6,000,000,000 economies will 
be effected-and then consider debt re
duction first and then tax reduction. 

To cut taxes before effecting budget 
savings-actual, not promised-is an ir
responsible and dangerous procedure 
with our present staggering war debt 
confronting us. 
TABLE J. .-Per capita national debt of United· 

States 
Per capita 

After Revolutionary War____________ $19 
After War of 1812-----~------------- 15 
After Civil War------ - ----- -= -------- 78 

• After World War L----------------- 240 
After World War IL---------------- 1 1, 981 

1 $7,009 per family. 
Source: Committee on Public Debt Policy 

by the late Brig. Gen. Leonard P. Ayres. 

TABLE H.-National debt as percent of na
tional income has varied from 0 to 180 
percent between 1799 and 1946, wi th a re
markable increase since 1940 

Percent 
After Revolutionary War_____________ 16. 6 
After War of 1812--~---------------- 13 After Civil War ____________________ __ 52.2 
Aft er World War L ____ ____________ .. _ 41 

A!ter World War 11----------------·- 180 
Source: Same as table I. 
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TABLE IIT.-Percent of national income re

quired, to pay interest on public debt 
Percent 

After Revolutionary War_____________ 0. 5 
After War of 1812-------------------- . 8 After Civil War _______________________ 2.6 

After World War L------------------- 2 After World War IL __________________ 1 3. 5 
1 Highest in our history. · 
Source: Same as table I. 

TABLE rv.-Interest rate on interest-bearing 
nationa~ ctebt 

Percent' 
Aft er Revolutionary War _____________ 4. 5 · 
After war of 1812------------------ -- 5.5 After Civil War _____________________ :._ 6 
After World War 1-------------- ----- 4.25 
After World War IL ___________________ 2 
· Source: Same _as table I. 

TABLE v.-Compa?·ison of Knutson tax-relief 
measure by yarctstick of relief given $2,000-
p3r-year man . 
$5,000-per-year man makes 2.5 times as 

much as $2,000 man; gets 2.8 times as much 
tax relief. 

$10,000-per-year man makes 5 times as· 
much as $2,000 man; gets 7.6 times as much 
tax relief. · 

$15,000-per-year-man makes 7.5 times as 
much as $2,000 man; gets 14.2 times as much 
tax relief. 

$25,000-per-year-man makes 12.5 times as 
much as $2,000 man; gets 31.8 times as much 
tax relief. 

$50,000-per-year-man makes 25 times as 
much as $2,000 man; gets 87 times as much 
tax relief. 

$75,000-per-year man makes 37.-5 times as 
much as $2,000 man; gets 151 times as much 
tax relief. 

$100,000-per-year-man m akes 50 times as 
much as $2,000 man; gets 221 times as much 
tax relief. · 

$250,000-per-year-man makes 125 times as 
much as $2,000 man; gets 671 times as much 
tax relief. 

$500,000-per-year-man makes 250 times as 
much as $2,000 man; gets 1,174 times as much 
tax relief. 

$1 ,000,000-per-year-man makes 500 times as 
much as $2,000 man; gets 1,945 times as much 
tax relief. 

(Married person-no dependents-net in
come before personal exemptions.) 

Source: Treasury Department report. 

·Mr. REED of New York. Mr; Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the . gentleman from New Yorl{ [Mr. 
LEFEVRE]. 

Mr. LEF'EVRE. - Mr. Chairman, I have 
thoroughly read H. R. · 1, the tax bill 
presently before us, and also the com
mittee report. I can assure you I favor 
the passage of this legislation and know 
the American people are waiting anx
iously for this Tax Reduction Act of 
1947. It is very amusing to sit here in 
the House and hear the Democrats op
pose this bill. As one very able Republi- . 
can member of the committee stated .. 
they hate to break away from their old 
formula-to tax and tax,. spend and 
spend, and elect and elect. The Demo
crats can say all they want to and oppose 
H. R. 1 to their hearts' desire here on 
the floor of the House, but when voting 
time comes I feel very confident a great 
majority of their number will be voting 
with the Republicans. They know what 
this country needs; they know also what 
the people _want,. and they will be on the 
band wagon when the roll is called. No 
one likes any sort of taxes, that is ad- · 
mitted. Here is a bill reducing taxes, 

helping those· in the lower brackets by 
30 percent and the great majority of tax
payers by 20 percent. This helps all the 
taxpayers, who have willingly supported 
the wartime tax bills throughout that 
trying period. 

The existing taxes have been a · real 
threat to individual initiative and cer
tainly have strangled venture capital. 
To create new jobs and a high level of 
employment, tax relief is one of the most 
important measures for this Congress to 
put through. There is a group I wish 
might have been helped further and that 
is the group living on pensions, annuities, 
retirement pay, and so forth. Tnose 
who have reached the age of 65 years or 
more do get a further exemption of $500. 
How~ver, I realize there are others -in 

this ·category very wo1~thy of extra con
sideration and who have had and still 
are having a difficult time living on a 
small fixed income. I believe this is a 
1hatter that surely will receive further 
consideration by the committee. 

There is no doubt ·in my mina that · 
every American citizen, receiving a fair 
income by _ wages or salaries, earned 
through business or investments, · should 
help pay the costs of running our Gov
ernment. This direct interest in our 
fiscal matte~s is bound to make our people· 
government · conscious. When every 
American citizen is conscious as to what 
our Government is costing and what is 
expected of it in these very u.nSettled 
times, we are bound to have the greatest 
possible efficiency in government, and 
maintain that -leadership so necessary 
today. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 10. minutes to the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. 1\{ARTINL 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr~ Chairman, 
the Democrats of the House have certain
ly repudiated their old policy that they 
sang from shore to shore not so long 
ago, that we owe the debt to ourselves. I 
am glad they have abandoned that idea. 
I never accepted it as a lasting policy 
when it was put out by them. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma LMr. 
MoNRONEY] made another point that in-· 
trigues me. He said they are willing to 
give up their longing. I wonder what 
longing· he is talldng about. If it is a 
longing for spending, I have not seen 
much evidence from the Democratic side 
of their willingness to give up that long
ing in connection With appropriation 
bills. If that is the longL11g they are Will-' 
ing to give up, it will be an innovation. 
In the 8 years I have spent in these halls, 
I have not seen any longing for saving 
and cutting down expenditures on the 
part of the Democrats in the House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. Chairman, the Revenue Act of 1945 
established individual income marginal 
tax rates ranging frorr 19 percent to 85.5. 
percent. In my opinion those rates are 
too great a burden for our economic sta.: 
bility. The income tax reductions pro
vided by the bill, H. R .. 1, now under con
sideration reduces th.e percentages· so 
that .the marginal rate of individual in
come tax will :range from ~3.3 per.cent UP
to 69.2 percent. 

-Whatever else is said about the reduc
tions· provided by the Knutson bill, H. R. 
1, the· percentage reductions stand at 
exactly 30 percent for the first $1,000 
of t_axable income, and 20 percent for 
all those ·earning more than · $1 ,395:83. 
Persons earning between $1 ,000 and 
$1,395.83 will receive a :flat $57 reduction 
under present taxes which of course pro
tects them against. unfair discrimination 
and brings about a gradual adjustment 
of the percentage reduction b_etween the 
bracket entitled to 30 percent reduction 
and the bracket entitled to 20 percent 

-...reduction. All persons having income in 
~cess of $302,000 receive a reduction 
under H. R. 1 of about 10% percent on 
the surtax net income in excess of that 
amount. This ~chedule of reductions 
strikes me as being fair and equitable 
and brings about a much better balance 
in our personal income tax structure 
than we have under present law. 

The provisions of the bill, H. R. 1, are 
much superior to any other proposal that 
has come to my at tention. . In the first 
place, the highest percentage of tax re
duction is given to the low income gz.oup 
and the lowest percentage is given to the 
high income group. . · · . 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? · 
. Mr. ·MARTIN of Iowa. I yield . . 

Mr: KNUTSON. The gentleman has 
raised a very interesting point that has
been overlooked by all the speakers on 
the other side; that is, that we are giv.ing 
30 percent tax reduction to thos~ with · 
a .net income of $1,000 or less, then the 
reduction is graduated up to the net in-
comes of -$1 ,395, and· we· are only giving 
20 percent and 10% percent to the high 
income groups. · 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. That is right. 
I thank the gentleman. 

This sche le continues to extend the 
burden of supporting our Government 
to 47,644,600 individuafs and gives each 
and everyone of these taxpayers a very 
real reason for critical observation of 
careless and extravagant expenditures by 
our Federal Government, and yet ex
tends these 47,000,000 people badly need
ed relief. They should not be forced to 
pay present exorbitant income taxes one·. 
year longer in order to let a spending, 
wasteful,· National Administration learn · 
how to look at accumlilated tax revenues 
without spending them. Sixteen years of
reckless spending by the Democrats now · 
in Federal office does not give the tax
payer much hope that this extravagant 
Democratic administration will change 
its spending habits as long as funds are 
made available to them. 

Any observer of procedure to date in 
the Eightieth Congress knows that the 
Democrats are opposing economy in our . 
appropriation bills, and if huge tax funds 
remain within their reach I predict that 
the economy in Federal spending that 
our Nation needs so badly will be put off 
from day to day, month to month and 
year to year until the taxpayers them
selves t ake matters in hand and put an 
end to this wild spending record of the 
Democrats. 

I have read with great care the views 
of the minority. members on the bill. 
H. R. 1, and about all that· these nine· 
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Democratic members of the Committee 
on Ways and Means say is that it is un
sound and inequitable and reckiess to 
reduce taxes before they and the Demo
cratic administration have accumulated 
surpluses. From their record of the past 
16 years I do not care to postpone tax 
reduction that long. I do not even want 
to postpone ,tax reduction until the voters 
have had the opportunity to kick the 
spenders out of control of our Federal 
Government. The people of our Nation 
vigorously support the proposal to force 
a program of economy upon President 
Truman and his Democratic spenders. 
We need not and, in fact, we must not 
give them unbridled spending freedom 
for the Closing months of their adminis
tration. The time for tax reduction is 
at. hand, and I predict this Republican 
Congress will give Mr. Truman and his 
spenders their answer by the passage of 
this bill. 
· While the minority Democratic mem
bers of the Committee on Ways and· 
Means criticize the bill, H. R. 1, at eve:ry 
turn, they make no recommendation of 
any plan for tax reduction. However, I 
am greatly interested in the fact that 
one of the minority members of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, the gentle
man from Rhode Island [Mr. FORAND], 
introduced a bill, H. R. 2577, on March 
17 calling for the exemption of $700 for 
each taxpayer, $700 for the spouse of the 
taxpayer, and $700 for each dependent 
of the taxpayer. When. this plan was 
first brought to my attention it sounded 
.reasonable enough to merit the careful 
study and analysis which I proceeded to 
give it. My greatest concern was in the 
m~.tter of the effect of such a plan upon 
our ability to maintain the American free 
enterprise system in business, agricUl
ture, and industry. 

My brief analysis of th'e effect of such 
plan shows not only a reduction of more 
than $3,000,000,000 in tax revenues but 
a surprisingly small total sum of per
sonal incomes left available for invest
ment purposes. For example, I sepa
rated those earning more than $25,000 
of surtax net income from those earning 
less than that amount. I have also 
separated income subject to normal tax 
and surtax from income subject to tax 
on long term capital gains. Under the 
tax schedule proposed in the Forand bill 
the combined normal tax and surtax 
reduce a $25,000 income to · $15,357. 
Furthermore all of the earners of more 
than $25,000 in our entire country tal~en 
together would have only $1 ,033,000,000 
left of their earnings in excess of this 
$15,000 -average income after taxes. It 
is estimated that the recipients of capital 
gains income in our entire Nation will 
have a total of $928,000,000 after pay
ment of their capital gains taxes. These 
two sums added together total less than 
$2,000,000,000 potentially available for 
new investment. Not all of this $2,000,-
000,000 would be made available for in
vestment and I submit to you my view 
that even though every penny of this new 
money were invested in business, agricul
ture and industry, it would not provide 
adequate new capital to uphold a na
tional income of $165,000,000,000 beyond 
the t ime when present reserves of in· 
vestment capital are exhausted. 

Every wage earner in our Nation ·is so 
dependent upon our maintenance of a 
good level of national income that I 
know he will not want Congress to enact 
any legislation that will cripple business, 
agriculture, and industry in the mainte
nance of a good level of national income 
under a free enterprise economy. The 
Knutson bill here under consideration 
today is a sound step in the direction of 
preserving a sound free enterprise system 
for our Nation. 

The CHAIRMAN. 'The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN] has 
expired. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, · I yield the ·gentleman one-half 
minute. -

I just wanted to call to his attention · 
some figures that I think are important. 
During the next 15 years we are going to 
need about $280,000,000,000 in venture 
capital in order to keep our economic 
structure operating fUlly. That will 
amount to $18,600,000,000 a year in ven
ture capital over a period of 15 years. I 
just wanted to make that observation 
becau.Se it fits in with what the gentle
man suggested. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I appreciate 
the gentleman's remarks very much be
cause it does fit in with discussion and 
illustrates very effectively our need of the 
passage of the Knutson bill. 

.The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has again expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from .Okla
homa [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, in 5 minutes you cannot say 
very much, but I want to call to the at
tention of the House and the people of 
this country some things I have been 
thinking about this afternoon after 
listening to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REED] make his observations 
earlier in the day. You know, the Re
publican Party apparently is not satis
fied to let well enough alone. At a time 
when you had 60,000,000 unemployed, 
when the corporations of this country, 
after having paid their taxes, had more 
money left than they ever had before, 
we now find what they want to go back 
to. I did not think they would have the 
nerve to come out and tell us what they 
really had in their minds, but when you 
figure that H. R. 1 was given the rather 
dubious honor of being the first bill in
troduced in this Congress, we can accept 
that as their pattern. 

The gentleman from New York hark
ened back to 1921, 1923, and 1925 as the 
time when they came in here and cut 
taxes and provided what he said was in
centive capital. 

He said that we had an unprecedented 
prosperity, that there was a smile on the 
faces of the workers, that there was 
laughter in the land. All right. I well 
remember that period. That was the 
time when Andrew Mellon condescended 
to come down here from Pittsburgh, 
Pa., and we all know that three Presi
dents of the United States served with 
distinction under Mr. Mellon. 

And- I will say this further thing to 
you-let us pursue the record. Why did 
the gentleman from New York stop com
ing? He did not come up from the 19th 

day ·of· October 1929. Oh, no, you bet· 
he did not. His voice became strangely 
silent because he knew that then the 
assembly lines would turn into soup 
lines, the smiles be frozen on the faces 
of the unemployed workers, and the 
laughter turned to cries of hunger. 

Yet that is what he wants to go back to. 
I venture to say this to you as to your 
vote here tomorrow-! am not kidding 
myself, this bill will go through-! will 
tell the gentleman from New York, and 
he well knows it, the people of this coun
try are going to say when this bill passes 
that the shadow of Andrew Mellon once 
again walks the halls of the Congress of 
the United States, bringing in its wake· 
the same chaos that' existed back there 
between 1929 and 1933. 

It was not only the poor people of this. 
country who were affected by that Mellon 
tax bill back in those days, it even reached
up to the high industrialists of this coun
try. They were praying to Almighty 
God that some hand would rescue them 
from th~ millions of \,lnemployed in this 
country and the chaos which :was wreck~ · 
ing them. Then that calm voice on 
March 4, 1933, when the· empire of the 
Insulls and the Charlie Mitchells was 
crumbling about their heads, that calm 
voice reassured the people of this country 
when it said: "The only thing we have 
to fear is fear itself." 

There has been a lot of laughter about 
this bill here, but there is nothing that 
should cause laughter to the people of 
this country because the same th:n~ will 
happen to you that happened back there 
when the Mellon tax policies were pur
sued during those years from 1921 to 
1929 to which the gentleman from New 
York, the gentleman from Minnesota, 
and the majority over on my left want 
to return. 

I say to you when you have 60,000,000 
people gainfully employed, when the 
factories of thfs country are making more 
than they ever made before, for God's 
sake let us leave well enough alone. I do 
not want any more Mellon tax bills. 

I am going to vote against this bill for 
another reason: You cannot cut your 
taxes here Iil{e you are trying to because 
when you bring in your Agriculture ap
propriation bill next week or the week 
after you are going to cut Soil Conserva
tion, and my friend the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. KEEFE] will be delighted 
if it leaves out the $75,000,000 for the 
school-lunch program. Oh, yes; he won
ders how he got to be as big as he is be
cause they did not have a school-lunch 
program back in his day. I will say to 
him that the school-lunch program is the 
first line of defense. All you have got 
to do is to look at the number of rejec
tions at the reception centers of this 
country during 1940 and 1941 when we 
were trying to get ready to fight. Maybe 
if they had had a school-lunch program 
long· before that time there would not 
have been so many people rejected for 
physical ailments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I certainly listened with a great 
deal of interest to the young man from 
Oklahoma. He has made a very impas
sioned address, but apparently he is not 



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MARCH 26 

familiar with the historical events. He 
apparently was rather young in the days 
to which he referred. I remember very 
well the stockmen out in his Southwest 
were not even a jump ahead of the sheriff 
in 1920; but under the policies set in mo- · 
tion by a Republican Congress the farm
ers sent their own representatives here 
to thank the Republican Congress _ and 
President for helping them out of their 
situation. He has forgotten all that. 
That is usually the way when somebody 
gets help. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of New York. No; I cannot 
yield now. When some people get help, 
.they soon forget. Ingratitude is not an 
uncommon human trait. But during 
those days we further developed this 
country. The Democratic Party, just 
previous to that time, had taken us into 
a war under the theory that they would 
keep us out of war. They got us into that 
mess, and they wo1·ked themselves then 
as they are working now, into a free
trade policy. The time .will come, if they 
ever do get in power again, which I doubt 
very much, because the people have 
learned their lesson, when they will have 
learned the terrible consequences of their 
misguided policies. They have learned 
how to go out and arm the enemies, then 
turn around and use our finest manhood 
and our money to fight and to win the 
wars against the dictators of the world. 
I want to say that I am glad the gentle
man has spoken here because now we 
have taken his measure and we will know 
just exactly how to hr..ndle him. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr .. RAYBURN]. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, Ire
member those days in 1921, 1922 and 
1923 and I also remember those days in 
1930, 1931 and 1932. Then the cattle 
men were selling good steers for 3 ¥2 
·cents a . pound and hogs for even less 
than that. We were selling our cotton 
at 4% cents a pound. There were 14,-
000,000 people who were willing to worl{ 
with their hands to make a livelihood 
for themselves and their families walk
ing the streets of cities and towns, the 
highways and the byways of the country 
with nothing to do. I remember when 
6,000 banks and trust companies closed 
within a year. I remember when busi
nesses went to the wall. 

I wonder if the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REED] remembers those delec
table and glowing and happy Republican 
days? 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

:Wa. RAYBURN. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. REED of New York. I remember 
those days very well, I may say to the 
gentleman from Texas, and I know that 
we were coming out of a world-wide de
pression in very fine shape. I remember 
that a group of your leaders was called 
to the White House when Mr. Hoover was 
President to see if they would cooperate. 
You informed him you would not co
operate to save this Republic, that you 
would not get in office if you would co
operate and you were not going to do it. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The only construc
tive measure that it was proposed passing 
during that time was the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation measure and that 
had the support of the Democrats. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I move that the Committee do now 
rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota, chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having had under considera
tion the bill <H. R. 1) to reduce individual 
income tax payments, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Sp~aker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the action here
tofore taken whereby the House was to 
meet at 11 o'clock tomorrow be vacated. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 
10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne
braska? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. WOODRUFF <at the request of 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota> was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in two instances and include 
newspaper articles. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the RECORD and include two ad
dresses delivered by Dr. H. H. Bennett, 
Chief of the Soil Conservation Service of 
the United States Department of Agri
culture, two speeches which I think are 
of great importance to this Kation, and 
being a great advocate of soil conserva
tion, I ask that they be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KELLEY asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and incluqe a resolution adopt
ed by the American Legion Post of New 
Kensington, Pa. 

Mr. SADOWSKI asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in two instances and include ex
cerpts. 

Mr. MONRONEY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend the re
marks he made in Committee of the 
Whole today and include certain tables. 

Mr. MONRONEY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an address delivered 
before the Oklahoma delegation. 

Mr. FEIGHAN <at the request of Mr. 
MADDEN) was given permission to extend 
his remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. HAVENNER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a resolution, 

Mr. REED of New York asked and was 
giveri permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include certain extra
neous material. 

THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
· the following communications: 

THE NATIONAL ARCHIVFS, 
washington, March 19,1947. 

The Honorable JoSEPH W. MARTIN, Jr .. 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

MY DEAR MR. SPEAKER: The act of July 9, 
194:1, establishing the National Archives 
Trust Fund Board (44 U. S. C. 300aa-300jj ), 
provides that the Board shall be "composed 
qf the Archivist of the United States, as 
chail'man, the chairman of the House Com
mittee on the Library, and the chairman of 
Senate Committee on the Library." In view 
of the reorganization of the committee sys
tem of Congress and the disappearance of thEt 
House and Senate Committees on the Library, 
I am at a loss to know who the other mem
bers of the Board now are. 

I shall apreciate it vel'y much, therefore, 
1! you will inform me as to what Member 
of the House of Representatives, if any, may 
be considered to be legally qualified to serve 
as a member of the National Archives Trust 
Fund Board. The Board has certain respon
sibilities with reference to trust funds de
posited in the Treasury of the United States, 
and it is necessary for it to take formal action 
from time to time. 

Sincerely yours, 
SOLON J. BuCK. 

Hon. SOLON J. BUCK, 
MARCH 22, 1947. 

The Archivist of the United States, 
Washington, D. 0. 

DEAR Sm: I have before me your letter dated 
March 19, 1947, in which you request infor
mation as to what Members of the House of 
Representatives, if any, may be considered 
to be legally qualified to serve as a member 
of the National Archives Trust Fund Board. 

S-zction 300f, title 44, United States Code 
provides as follows: ' 

"There 1s created a National Archives 
Council composed of the Secretaries of each 
of the executive departments of the Govern
ment (or an alternate from each department 
to be named by the Secretary thereof), the 
chairman of the Senate Committee on the 
Library, the chairman of the House Commit
tee on the Library, the Librarian of 
Congress, the Secretary of the Smithsonian 
Institution, and the Archivist of the United 
States. • • •." 

Section 300bb, title 44, United States Code 
referring to the National Archives Trust 
Fund Board, reads as follows: 

"The Board is hereby created and estab
lished, to be known as the National Archives 
Trust Fund Board, which shall consist of the 
Archivist of the United States, as chairman, 
anc;l the chairman of the House Library Com
mittee and the chairman of the Senate 
Library Committee." 

Rule XI (1) of the rules of the House of 
Representatives provides in part as follows: 

"All proposed legislation, messages, peti
tions, memorials, and other matters relating 
to the subjects listed under the standing 
committees named below shall be referred to 
such committees, respectively: 

"(e) Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service: 

• • 
6. The National Archives." 

se~tion 224, Public Law 601, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, lmown as the Legislative Reorgani
zation Act, under the heading "Transfer o! 
functions," reads as follows: . 

"The functions, powers, and duties Imposed 
by statute, resolution, or rule of either House 
of Congress on the effective aate of this sec-
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tion on a standing committee of the Senate 
or the House of Representatives (or the chair
man thereof) are , insofar as they are con
sistent with this act, hereby transferred to 
that standing committee created by this act 
(or the chairman thereof) to which is trans
ferred the legislative jurisdiction over the 
subject matte•· to which such functions, pow
ers, and duties relate; except that the chair
man of the Committ ee on Civil Service of the 
Senat e and the chairman of the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service of the House 
created by this act shall be members of the 
National Archives Council." 

There is no question, of course, as to the 
membership of the chairman of t he House 
Commit tee on Post Office and Civil Service on 
the National Archives Council. 

Inasmuch as the jurisdiction over the Na
tional Archives has been placed in the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service it 
would be my opinion that the chairman of 
that committee would now be a member of 
the National Archives Trust Fund ·Board. 

Very truly yours, 
JoSEPH W. M ARTIN, Jr. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED 

A joint resolution of the Senate of the 
following title was taken from the 
Speaker's table and, under the rule, 

-referred as follows: 
S. J. Res. 77. Joint resolution providing for 

membership and participation by the United 
States in the International Refugee Organi
zation and authorizing an appropriation 
therefor; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

E'NROLLED JOINT . RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reportea that 
that committee had examine·d and found 
truly enrolled joint resolutions . of the 
House of the following titles, which were 
thereupcn signed by the Speaker: 

H. J. Res. 118. Joint resolution to strength
en the common defense by maintaining an 
adequate domestic rubber-producing indus
try; and 

H. J. Res.154. Joint resolution making an 
appropriation for expenses incident to the 

·control and eradication of foot-and-mouth 
disease and ~indei'pest. · 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
<at 5 o'clock and 43 minutes p. m.>, under 
its previous order, the House adjourned 
until · tomorrow, Thursday, · March 27, 
194.7, at 10 o'clock a. m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communicc..tions were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

490. A letter from the Act ing Secretary of 
St ate . transmitting a draft of a proposed bill 
to· prcmote the development of international 
radio broadcasting, to create an International 
Broadcasting Foundation, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

491. A lett er from the Attorney General, 
transmit ting a request that. the case of Fran
cisco Mora y Bovis be withdrawn from the 
127 cases involving suspension of deporta
tion; to the Committee on the Judicial'y. 

492. A letter from the Act ing President, 
Board of Commissioners, District of Colum
bia, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill 
authorizing and directing the removal of 
stone piers on West Executive Avenue be
tween the· grounds of the White House and 
the Department of State Building; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

493. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting report on 
the audit of Home Owners' Loan Corporation 
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1945 (H. Doc. 
No. 183); to the Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments, and ordered 
to be printed. 

H, R. 2798. A bill to amend section 5 of 
Home Owners' Loa]:l Act of 1933, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

H. R. 2799. A bill to amend the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act, title IV of the Na
tional Housing Act, and for ot her purposes;· 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC H. R. 2800. A bill to amend section 5 of the 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS Home Owners' Loan Act of 1933, and for 

other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of ing and currency. 

committees were delivered to the Clerk By Mr. CORBETT (by request): 
for printing and reference to the proper H. R. 2801. A bill to abolish the position of 
ca:Iendar, as follows: substitute employee in the postal service and 

to provide that all classified substitute em-
Mr. TABER: Committee on Appropriations. ployees shall be appointed · to regular pos!

House Joint Resolution 159. Joint resolu- tions; to the Committee on Post Office and 
tion m aking appropriations to supply de- Civil Service. 
ficiencies in certain appropriations for the H. R. 2802. A bill to amend the act entitled 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and for other "An act to reclassify the salaries of post
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. masters, officers, and employees of· the postal 
185) · Referred to the Committee of the service; to establish, uniform procedures for 
Whole House on the State of the Union. · computing compensation; and for other pur-

Mr. HOPE: Committee on Agriculture. pdses," approved July 6, 1945; to the com
House Joint Resolution 158. Joint resolu- mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 
tion to authorize the Szcretary of Agricul- By Mr. JUDD: 
ture to provide for a continuation of the H. J. Res. 161. Joint resolution providing 
wool price-support program, and for other for membership and participation by the 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. United States in the World Health Organi-
186). Referred to the Committee of the zation and authorizing an appropriation 
Whole House on the State of the Union. therefor; to the Committee on FQreign 

PUBLIC BILLS' AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
·bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. GEARHART (by request): 
H. R. 2790. A bill to amend section 811 (c) 

of the Internal Revenu:J Code with respect 
to the mclusion in the gross estate for . the 

·purposes of the estate tax of certain transfers 
taking effect at death; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JENKINS of Ohio: 
H. R. 2791. A bill to amend the Atomic 

Energy 1. ct of 1946; to the Joint. Committee 
on Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida: 
li. R. 2792. A bill to extend the time within 

whJCh the municipality of Fort Lauderdale, 
Broward County, Fla., may consummate the 
purchase of the Coast Guard site (commonly 
known as the Base 6 . property) which is 
located at Fort Lauderdale; to the Commit
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana: 
H.R. 2793. A oill ·authorizing an appropri

ation for the construction, extension, and 
improvement of a State tuberculosis sana
torium at Galen, Mont., to provide facilities 
for the treatment of tuberculous Indians in 
Montana; to the Committee on Public Lands. 

. By Mr. PHILBIN: 
H. R. 2794:. A bill to provide for certain 

.tax-exempt purchases for hospitalized vet
erans; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD : 
H. R. 2795. A bill to reduce and revise the 

boundaries of the Joshua Tree National 
Monument in the State of California, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Lands. 

By Mr. MILLER of California: 
H. ft.. 2796. A tlll to extend the gratuitous 

insurance benefits granted by subsection 602 
(d) of the National Service Life Insurance 
Act of 1940, as amended, to parents of cer
tain deceased members of the armed forces 
without any requirement as to the depend
ency of such parents, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on· Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. WOLCOTT: 
H. R. 2797. A bill to terminate Executive 

Order 9070, to reestablish the Home ·Loan 
Bank Board, to establish a Federal Home 
Loan and Housing Board, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

Affairs. 
By Mr. CRAWFORD: 

H. Res. 162. Resolution to investigate the 
shortage of copper; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. WOLVERTON: 
H. Res. 163. Resolution to provide funds 

for the conduct of the investigation contin
ued by House Resolution 153; to the Com
mittee on House Adminis'l;ration. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, inemoriais 
were presented, and · referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of. the State of California, memorializ
ing the President and the Congress of the 
United States relative to congressional sup
port for the Merced County stream group 
flood-control project; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of New York, memorializing the Presi

.dent and the Congress of the United States 
to take appropriate action to authorize the 
United States Veterans' Administration to 
take over the St. Albans Naval Hospital; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of ·Wisconsin, memorializing the Presi
dent and the Congress of the United St utes 
pledging the full cooperation of the State 
of Wisconsin, its agencies. and people, to 
the War Department, in the development of 
Camp McCoy as a permanent military camp; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRAMBLETT: 
H. R. 2803. A bill for the relief of Miriam 

Barkle; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. CELLER: 

H. R. 2804. A bill for the relief of Jehan 
Warliker Seesodia; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CORBETT: 
H. R. 2805. A bill for the relief of Sebastiana 

Lobo Pina: to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

By Mr. COX: 
H. R. 2806. A bill for the relief of the estate 

.of H. M. McCorvey; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
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By Mr. FARRINGTON: 

H.R. 2807. A bill for the relief o! American 
Brewing Co., Ltd.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R.2808. A bill tor the relief of Mrs. Wong 
Shee Goo; to the Co:n::!mittee on the Judlciary. 

H. R. 28D9. A bill for the relief of Vernon J. 
Medeiros: to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HAVENNER: 
H. R. 2810. A bill for the relief of Wang 

Cho King; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. JENNINGS: 
H. R. 2811. A bill for the relief o! G. F. 

Allen, former Chief Disbursing Officer, Treas
ury Department, and for other pur·poses; to 
the Committee on the Judicia..ry. 

By Mr. KELLEY: 
H. R. 2812. · A bill for the relief of Mary 

Kouloura Drosseau; to the COmmittee on the 
oludiciary. 

By Mr. PETERSON: 
H. R. 2813. A bill for the relief of Goorge 

E. Morris, .J1·.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. · 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's 
desk and referred as follows: 

257. By the SPEAKER; Petition of the 
· Prote£tant War Veterans of the United 
States, Inc., petitioning consideration of 
their rezolu·i,ion with reference to redress 
of grievanc.~s and violation of rights as free 
and unccntrolled citizens o! this Republic; 
to the Committee on ~e. Judiciary. 

258. Also, petition of Morris H. Gaunach. 
aJ::d others, petitioning consideration of their 
resolution with reference to opposition to 
the 1-cent increase in the District of dolum
bia gasoline tax; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

259. A!£o, petition of the Bar Association 
of Hawaii, petitioning consideration of their 
resolution with reference to H. R. 854, a bill 
relating to salary of justices and Judges in 
the Territory of Hawaii; to the Committee on 
the Jucliciary. 

260. Also. petition of Rafael Arjona Siaca, 
senator at large. Senate of Puerto Rico, pet1-
ttcn!ng consideration of his resolution with 
reference to the political stat-un o! the peo
ple of Puerto Rico; to the Committee on 
FubEc Lands. 

261. By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of 21 resi
dents of Lawrence County. Pa., in support of 
S. 265, a bill to prohibit the transportation 
of alcoholic-beverage advertising in inter
st9.te commerce and the brcadc:.st ing of alco
holic-beverage advertising over the radio; to 
the Committee on· Interstate and Foreign 
Cm.nmerce. 

262. By Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana; Mon
tana Ecuse Joint Memorial 11, relating to 
predatory animals and urging that the Fed
eral Government allocate more money to as
sist in brtng!ng said predatory animals un
der control; to the Committee on Public 
L:E1ds. 

263. Also, Montana House Joint Memorial 
10, requesting that funds be made available 
from Fedel'al public-land funcis, Indian De
pal·tment funds, and War Department funds 
for assisting in the location and con.:,-truction 
of c. bridge across the Missouri River between 
Poplar and B:::-ockton, Mont.; to the Commit
tee on Public Works. 

264. Also, Montana Senate Joint Memorial 
9, requesting an investigation of the railroad 
boxcar Eho.::tcge, appropriate legis!ation to 
relieve :mch shortage, and app1·opriate action 
by the Interstate Ccmmeree Commission to 
correct the present inequitable distribution 
of cars; to th~ Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

265. Also, Montana Senate Joint Memorial 
12, requesting the appropriation of funds for 
the completion of construction of that por
tion of the Broadus-Crow Agency highway, 

known as State Route No. 8, lying within the 
northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation be
tween Mhland and Lame Deer, Mont.; to the 
Committee on Public Wo1·ks. 

266. Also, Montana Senate Joint Memorial 
7, reque::tlng the enactment of legislation 
authorizing the State of Montana to lease 
State lands for the production of oil, gas, and 
other hydrocarbons !or such periods of time 
and on such terms and conditions as may be 
provided by the Lsgislative Assembly of the 
State of Montana; to the Committee on Pub
lic L::!.nds. 

267. Also, Montana Senate Joint Memorial 
8, requ esting the enactment of legislation al
lowing for and directing the annu:ll p::.ymen t 
of grants by th2 United States Government 
to th~ State of Montana for the use and bene
fit of the several counties of Montana in lieu 
of taxes on lands owned by the United States 
Government in the State of Montana; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

2€8. Also, Montana Senate Joint Memorial 
6, requesting legislation to grant certain serv
Icemen and veterans who have been prisoners 
of war the benefits of section 251 of the In
ternal Revenue Code; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

269. Also, Montana Senate Joint Memorial 
10, requesting the continuation of the present 
Commo:UtyCredit Corporation wool-purchase 
prcgram and requesting price support for 
wool: to the Committee on Agriculture. 

270. Also, Montana Senate Joint Memo_rial 
11, requesting the United St ates Civil Aero
nautics Board to give early consideration to 
providing that northern area of the United 
States as the crow fiie.s from Duluth, Minn., 
to S~tt!e, Wa:h., with reg\llar air transpor
tation serving Chicago via the Twin Cities 
and Duluth and the intermediate points of 
Grand Forks, Devils Lake, Minot, Williston, 
Wolf Point, Glasgow. Malta, Havre. Great 
Falls, Shelby, Cut Bank, Kalispell, and Spo
k:me; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

271. Also. Montana ·Senate Joint Memorial 
13, oppo;:;ing the transfer of operating func
tions from Helena regional office to the Seattle 
subzone office, Wru· Assets Administration: to 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Ex
ecutive Departments. 

272. Also, Montana Senate Joint Memorial 
14, requesting action to provide funds for and 
to expzdite the rural electrification program; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

273. Also, Montana. Senate Joint Memorial 
15, requesting legislation to reimburse wheat 
growers who sold their 1945 yvheat early and 
were dEprived of be!lefit of adv::mce in price; 
to the Coremittee on Agriculture. 

274. Also. Montana Senate Joint Memorial 
16, requesting allccation of funds for con
struction and maintenance of faml-to-mur
ket roacis by States and :t:olitical subdivisions 
therenf; to the Ccrmnittee on Public Works. 

275. By .Mr. PRICE of Illinois: · Petition 
transmitted by Mr. William Frech, lccal 
financial secretary, in behalf of Local Union 
No. 4, Progressive Mine Workers of America, 
at Belleville, Ill., petitioning Congress to 
mal:e revision upward in the benefits of 
social-security annuitants and for the reduc
tion in :the age requirement from 65 to GO; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

276. Ako, petition transmitted by Mr. 
Henry Elliott, recording secretary, in be
half of Local Union No. 75, Progressive Mine 
Wo:ckers of .America, at O'Fallon. ill., peti
tioning Congress to make revision upward in 
the benefits of social-security annuitants and 
for the reduction in the age requirement 
from · 65 to 60; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

277. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Petition 
presented by a group of citizens of R9.cine, 
Wis., requesting favorable consideration of 
S. 265, a bill which penalizes interstate 
transmission, by· mall or otherwise, of news
papers, periodicals, news reels, photographic 

films, or records -advertising alcoholic bev
erages or soliciting orders therefor; advertis
ing by radio is also prohibited. as well as the 
sending of circulars, letters, etc., into States 
which bar liquor advertisements; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. · 

278. By Mr. HAND: Petition of Local Union 
573, American Flint Gless Wo!'kE:rs Union ot 
North America, Vineland,. N. J., opposing 
Senate bill 55 as legislation which will hurt 
every working man and woman in this coun
try; to the Committee on Labor and PUblic 
Welfare. 

279. Also, petition o! Local Union No. 559, 
American Flint Glass . Workers Union of 
North America, Vineland, N. J., opposing 
Senate bill 55 as legi.slatlon which will bring 
about slavery and exploitation of the Ameri
can workman: to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

200~ Also, petition o! Local Union 550, 
American Flint Glass Work~rs Union of 
North America, Vineland, N. J ., opposing 
Senate · bill c5 as lcgi..slat!on that is t~c be
ginning of the end of freedom for American 
workers; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, MARCH 27, 1947 

<Legislative day of Monday, March 
24, 1947) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 

Our F&ther, that we stand to join our 
hearts in prayer is our acknowledgment 
of our great need of Thy guidance. We 
know that by ourselves we are not suffi
cient for these days, or for problems 
beyond the measure of our best wisdom. 
We are finding out that government of 
the people by the people is not good 
enough: We pray for government of 
the people by God. As this Nation was 
founded under God, so we confess that 
our freedom, too, must be under God. 
Then, and only then, s:Q.all we achieve 
the neace we seek and the righteousness 
which alone exalteth a nation. 

Hear our prayer, 0 God, and grant 
unto t..l-le Members of this body Thy 
guidance, we humbly beseech Thee in 
Jesus' name. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESIDENT 
PRO TEMPORE 

The Chief Clerk read the following let
ter: 

UNITED S'?ATES SENATE, 

P:<:ESIDENT PRO 'XEMFORE, 
Washington. D. C., Ma•ch 27, 1947. 

To the Senate: 
Being temporarily absent from the Senate. 

I appoint Eon. HENRY CAEoT LonGE, Ja., a 
Senator from the State of Massachusetts, to 
perform the duties of the Chair during my 
absence. 

A. H. VANDENEEAG, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. LODGE thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. WHERRY, and by 
upanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
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